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METRO

Meeting:

JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION

Date:

JUNE 1 3 , 1996

Day:

THURSDAY

Time:

7:15

Place:

METRO, CONFERENCE ROOM 3 7 0 A - B

a.m.

:

1.

MEETING REPORT OF MAY 9, 1996 - APPROVAL REQUESTED.

:

2.

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE REGIONAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS - INFORMATIONAL - Andy Cotugno

:

3.

REVISION TO RTP CHAPTER I SCHEDULE - INFORMATIONAL.

PLEASE NOTE:

Since the joint JPACT/MPAC meeting on May 2 9 did
not allow time for review of the Regional Transportation Plan update, another joint meeting has
been scheduled for Thursday, June 20, at 5:00 p.m
in Metro's Council Chamber.

*Material enclosed.

MEETING REPORT
DATE OF MEETING:

May 9, 1996

GROUP/SUBJECT:

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT)

PERSONS ATTENDING

Members: Chair Rod Monroe, Susan McLain and
Don Morissette, Metro Council; Rob Drake,
Cities of Washington County; Roy Rogers,
Washington County; Ed Lindquist, Clackamas
County; Earl Blumenauer, City of Portland;
John Kowalczyk (alt.)/ DEQ; Tanya Collier,
Multnomah County; Tom Walsh, Tri-Met; David
Lohman (alt.)/ Port of Portland; Claudiette
LaVert, Cities of Multnomah County; Gerry
Smith, WSDOT; and Dean Lookingbill, Southwest Washington RTC
Guests: Pat Collmeyer, Neil Goldschmidt's
Office; Maggie Collins, Cities of Clackamas
County; Rod Sandoz, Clackamas County; Dave
Yaden and G.B. Arrington, Tri-Met; Ron
Bergman, Clark County; Susie Lahsene,
Multnomah County; Jay Mower, Hillsdale
Vision Group; Donna Scott, Oregon Trucking
Association; Elsa Coleman, Steve Dotterrer,
and Meeky Blizzard, City of Portland;
Richard Ross, Cities of Multnomah County;
Dave Williams, ODOT; Kathy Busse, Multnomah
County; and Kathy Lehtola, Washington County
Staff: Mike Burton, Executive Officer; Andy
Cotugno; Richard Brandman; Tom Kloster;
Bridget Wieghart; and Lois Kaplan, Secretary

MEDIA:

Bruce Solberg, Daily Journal of Commerce

SUMMARY:
The meeting was called to order and a quorum declared by Chair
Rod Monroe. A moment of silence was observed in memory of Bill
Naito and his family. Bill was regarded as one of Portland's
noted community activists.
AIRPORT PARKING EXPANSION
Dave Lohman, Port Director of Policy and Planning, explained that
the Port Commissioners had received a letter from MPAC dated
April 29 concerning the Port's plans for parking expansion at the
airport. The Port plans to respond to that letter in more detail
at the May 2 9 joint JPACT/MPAC meeting.
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MPAC's letter questioned whether the Port's plans are in conflict
with Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and intended
policies and regulations of the Regional Framework Plan.
Dave reported that the parking expansion project was launched
with a great deal of public discussion and was authorized by a
July 12, 1995 decision of the Port Commission. He noted that the
Port has worked hard with the region toward development of the
2040 Growth Concept and in the regional transportation planning
process that affects light rail to the airport. He cited widening and other constraints faced at the airport. The money for
such improvements is from passenger facility charges to be
collected over time. The garage will be built through a bond
derived from parking fees.
The primary problem is a north/south runway that constrains the
parking area. A 600-foot curbspace in front of that wall will
not allow for any expansion.
Statistics cited by Dave included the fact that 3 5 percent of
people headed for the airport drop people off and 75 percent
don't live in the tri-county area. He felt that trying to
capture a big percentage on transit is limited. The Port needs
to deal with the constrained roadway. Dave cited the need for
better shuttle service and putting in another drop-off curb. He
emphasized that the Port is trying to achieve a balanced transportation system out to the airport. They're at a point, however, where they have to keep parking restricted as it is now.
Dave indicated that an update would be provided the committee at
the May 29 joint JPACT/MPAC meeting.
Mike Burton noted that Metro has not taken a position on this
matter. There is a continual effort to work with the Port on
these problems. He didn't believe that either the Council or the
Executive Department had taken a position on this issue.
Chair Monroe stated that he wanted to see light rail get to the
airport, citing tremendous advantages in having it happen. He
felt that the 2 04 0 Growth Concept is all about giving people more
choices. Dave Lohman responded that the Port is trying to keep
that option open.
Tom Walsh felt that every effort has been made for a cooperative
effort with the Port and suggested that this issue be discussed
further to see if there are other practical solutions.
Commissioner Blumenauer suggested that it be wrapped in with the
connection with 1-2 05 and the bridge and Airport Way.
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TRIBUTE
This being Commissioner Blumenauer's last JPACT meeting, Committee members roasted and toasted the Commissioner to commemorate his tenure on JPACT with a surprise package that included a
showcase of memorabilia including a 15-year Metro employee pin, a
slogan t-shirt, some transportation-related items and trucks and
a boat from the Port, a "very" Democratic tie, a Reduce the Gas
Tax plaque, a lifetime pass on Tri-Met, a congestion pricing
transponder to deal with toll roads, a memorable quote from John
Kain, and a poem by Lois Kaplan written on his behalf.
Commissioner Blumenauer noted that it's been 18 years that he's
participated in planning activities with the region and that it
is his intent to continue to do so. He cited JPACT as being a
unique entity in this country and deserving of a lot of credit on
how a region can work effectively together to achieve consensus.
He indicated he looks forward to working with JPACT in the future
and thanked them for their good wishes and sendoff.
CLARK COUNTY TRANSPORTATION FUTURES COMMITTEE
A letter was introduced by Commissioner Blumenauer for consideration and distribution to the Clark County Transportation Futures
Committee proposing that a contingent from JPACT be included as
part of their Transportation Futures process in an effort to
solidify bi-state accessibility issues and a cooperative partnership. Committee members noted that this would be an opportunity for the region to acknowledge the problems Clark County
is facing, that we are receptive to work with them, and that we
would like to be a part of a cooperative bi-state futures
process. It was felt that the letter should be further refined
and expanded upon and was referred to the Transportation Director
for its final draft.
Dean Lookingbill felt that the letter is both timely and beneficial as the Futures Committee goes through its final deliberations and felt the committee needs to fully understand the bistate partnership.
Action Taken: There was committee consensus to send such a
letter to the Clark County Transportation Futures Committee but
to provide more direct language about inclusion of some JPACT
members and staff for interaction.
MEETING REPORT
Mayor Drake moved, seconded by Commissioner Rogers, to approve
the April 11 joint JPACT/MPAC meeting report as submitted. The
motion PASSED unanimously.
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SOUTH/NORTH LRT COST RESPONSIBILITY ASSUMPTIONS FOR BIKE/PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
Andy Cotugno highlighted the March 26, 1996 memo to the South/
North Steering Group relating to cost responsibility assumptions
for bike/pedestrian facilities. The first two bullets dealt with
South/North bike/pedestrian projects that would be covered by the
project. The third bullet dealt with five river crossings that
would provide for bike/pedestrian pathways but responsibility for
costs would be borne elsewhere. The five river crossings noted
included the Ross Island LRT crossing; the Caruthers crossing;
the Columbia Slough crossing (north of Kenton); the North
Portland Harbor crossing (south end of Hayden Island); and the
Columbia River crossing. The river crossing projects are not
currently part of a bike/pedestrian plan for the region.
Andy explained that there are cost efficiencies that are possible
during LRT construction. The recommendation to the Steering
Group is that these facilities be identified in the EIS so that,
when completed and a final decision is made, a determination will
be made on whether those projects constitute a priority, whether
they make sense and whether they should be included in the South/
North project. In order to include them in the project, some
jurisdiction will have to make a financial commitment for their
construction.
There may be opportunities for local jurisdictions to add projects to the South/North project. If they choose to do that, they
could be included in the design but a commitment for cost responsibility must be made at the time. The conclusion of the EIS
will be the critical decision point for a commitment to be made
to include projects for construction with South/North. Andy
asked that such requests be submitted by the jurisdictions.
Action Taken: There was committee consensus to forward the memo
on South/North LRT cost responsibility to the South/North Steering Group for adoption.
RESOLUTION NO. 96-2333 - ENDORSING THE CONGESTION PRICING TASK
FORCE
Andy Cotugno explained that this resolution would appoint the
oversight policy group for the Congestion Pricing pilot study and
set the charge for that group. Andy introduced Bridget Wieghart,
Project Manager for the study. Contract negotiations are underway for both technical and public outreach consultants. The
Congestion Pricing Task Force will oversee the assessment of
pros/cons of congestion pricing relative to feasibility, impacts,
compatibility with the Region 2 04 0 Growth Concept, and public
outreach efforts, and ensure that the technical assistance is
done well.
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Action Taken: Commissioner Rogers moved, seconded by Mayor
Drake, to recommend approval of Resolution No. 9 6-2333, endorsing
the Congestion Pricing Task Force. The motion PASSED unanimously.
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 1 POLICY COMPONENT
Andy Cotugno explained that we are moving toward an interim milestone, Chapter I of the Regional Transportation Plan. He emphasized that it represents an interim step and cited the need to
define the rest of the system, improvements, and the implications on how it helps implement our land use plans. A joint
JPACT/MPAC meeting is planned as an evening meeting on May 2 9 for
further review to allow it to proceed to adoption schedule. An
RTP Chapter I adoption schedule was distributed and will be
incorporated with this record.
The public comment period is open until May 17 with a hearing
scheduled by Metro Council on May 23.
Andy commended the hard work and effort of the RTP Citizens
Advisory Committee that occurred over a period of several months.
He then presented an overview and slide presentation on the RTP
vision, future travel needs, mix of travel modes, and implementation of the 2 04 0 Growth Concept.
In addressing the systemwide goals, Andy stated that the purpose
of the RTP is to define regional priorities to serve the 2040
Growth Concept. The connection to 2 04 0 is important by linking
transportation and land use. He cited the importance of providing good access to the Regional Centers and Central Cities,
good bus access, a mix of modes, and maintaining a more compact
region.
The second major component he cited is the link between land
use/transportation and freight considerations. He also noted the
need for better street connectivity in the neighborhoods while
protecting them from excessive through traffic.
Andy reviewed the 2 04 0 emphasis and components outside the Urban
Growth Boundary which included Urban Reserves, Rural Reserves,
Neighbor Cities and Green Corridors. He spoke of the street
design concepts and its importance in terms of traffic function
and the land use it passes through. There is a hierarchy of
design types that recognize different land use needs, including
throughways, boulevards, streets, roads, and local streets.
Andy also described modal objectives and noted that there would
be a network for each mode in the system. Updated system maps
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establish new project evaluation criteria, new funding strategies, broader monitoring and performance measures.
Andy encouraged JPACT members to read the RTP in more detail as a
means of becoming more familiarized with the document.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
REPORT WRITTEN BY:

Lois Kaplan

COPIES TO:

Mike Burton
JPACT Members

MINUTES OF JOINT METRO POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND JOINT POLICY
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION JOINT MEETING
May 29, 1995 - Special Meeting
Council Chamber/Annex
MPAC Members Present: Chair Charlie Hales, Dick Benner, Bud Farm, Gretchen Miller
Kafoury, Peggy Lynch, Susan McLain, Gussie McRobert, Jeannine Murrell, Linda
Peters, Chuck Petersen, David Ripma, Dan Saltzman, Jean Schreiber, Mitch Wall, Jim
Zehren
MPAC Alternates Also Present: Lou Ogden (alternate for Jeannine Murrell), John
Reeves (alternate for Chuck Petersen), Jill Thorn (alternate for Jean Schreiber),
JPACT Members Present: Chair Rod Monroe, Tanya Collier, Craig Lomnicki, Mike
Thome, Tom Walsh
Metro Staff Present: Charlie Ciecko, Andy Cotugno, Jane Hart, John Fregonese,
Carol Kelsey, Tom Kloster, Mike Hoglund, Michael Morrissey, Heather Nelson, Pamela
Peck, Larry Shaw, Mark Turpel, Kim White
Also Present: John Alland, SW Community Plan CAC/CLF; G. B. Arrington, Tri-Met;
Linda Bauer, PVNA; Marilyn Brock, Rosemont Property Owners; Executive Officer
Mike Burton; Doug Bollam, citizen; Rex Burkholder, BTA/CLF; Darrel Buttice, Port of
Portland; Liz Callison, Friends of West Hills Streams; Brian Campbell, Port of
Portland; Jon Chandler, Metropolitan Home Builders Association; Scott Chapman,
citizen; Maggie Collins, Milwaukie; Teri Cummings, citizen; Brent Davis, Friends of
Rock, Bronson & Willow Creeks; Jacqueline Dingfelder, CLF; Steve Dotterer, Portland;
Kay Durtschi, Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement; Elana Emlen, Portland;
Amanda Fritz, Friends of Arnold Creek; Peter Fry, citizen; Skip Haak, Tryon Resource
Management Partnership; Tasha Harmon, CLF; Mike Houck, Portland Audubon
Society/CLF; Jim Jacks, Tualatin; Deborah Kafoury, American Fisheries Society/Wildlife
Society; Barbara Kanz, Oregon Title Insurance Co./COMPA; Gayle Killiam, Oregon
Environmental Council; John Kowalcyz, DEQ; Kristen Krane, CLF; Stephan Lashbrook,
Wilsonville; John LeCavalier, Fans of Fanno Creek; Charlotte Lehan, Wilsonville; Jane
Leo, Portland Metropolitan Association of Realtors; John Liljegren, ICSC; Dave
Lohman, Port of Portland; Sean Loughran, Port of Portland; Greg Malinowski,
Malinowski Farm; Peg Malloy, Housing and Community Development/CLF; John
Marshall, U.S. Department of Fish & Wildlife Service; Mary Kyle McCurdy, 1000
Friends of Oregon/CLF; Brad Miller, ICSC/NAIOP; Maureen Murphy, citizen; Greg
Nokes, The Oregon/an; Patt Opdyke, EMSWCO/CLF; Guy Orcutt, Roderick Haig-Brown
Habitat and Conservation Chapter, Association of Northwest Steelheaders; Donna
Peterson, Clackamas County Board of Commissioners; Loretta Pickerall, STOP/CLF;
Bryan Powell, NAIOP; Gail Parker, THPRD/Cedar Mill Creek/CLF; Paul Parker,
THPRD/Cedar Mill Creek/CLF; Andy Priebe, Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District;
Bill Resnick, Jobs for Justice; Kelly Ross, Oregon Manufactured Housing Association;
Richard Ross, Gresham; Zach Semke, CLF; Kendra Smith, citizen; Nadine Smith,
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Tigard; Mindy Parker-Sullivan, Oregon Title Insurance Co.; Steve Twohey, Port of
Portland; Gretchen Vadnais, citizen; Mary Vogel, Friends of Rock, Bronson and
Willow Creeks/CLF; Clark Wardle, Multnomah Kennel Club; Lynn White, Sierra
Club/CLF; Katherina Woodward, CLF; Aleta Woodruff, Metro Committee for Citizen
Involvement
Chair Hales called the meeting to order at 5:10 p.m.
7.

INTRODUCTIONS

All those present introduced themselves.
Chair Monroe announced that Mayor Vera Katz had appointed Chair Hales to fill
former Commissioner Earl Blumenauer's position on JPACT and had also appointed
him to the South/North Light Rail Steering Committee. He noted Commissioner
Lindberg would remain the alternate for the City of Portland on JPACT.
NEW ITEM
Chair Monroe asked for JPACT approval of the appointment of State Representative
Anitra Rasmussen to the Congestion Pricing Task Force.
Motion
#1

Mayor Lomnicki moved, seconded by Commissioner Peters, for approval
of State Representative Rasmussen's appointment to the Congestion
Pricing Task Force.

Vote #1

All JPACT members present voted aye.
the motion passed.

The vote was unanimous and

2.

OLD BUSINESS

2.1

Review of Port of Portland's Transportation and Development Plans

Chair Hales referred to his letter dated April 29, 1996, to the Port of Portland
Commission asking Port of Portland representatives to make a presentation on the
Port's anticipated parking, transportation and development plans.
Mike Thorne, Port of Portland Executive Director, thanked MPAC for the opportunity
to brief MPAC on Port transportation and development plans. He said the Port's
paramount goal was customer service. He said the Port's first challenge was to
accommodate the need for parking in light of the double-digit growth they had
experienced in recent years. He said that represented a challenge, particularly since
many of the Port customers were from outside the three-county area, some of
whom had no opportunity to access mass transit. He said how to serve those and
other customers in a cost-effective manner was the second issue. He discussed
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growth at other metropolitan airports and how it had affected them.
also had to serve a new carrier that had just started there also.

He said PDX

Mike Thorne introduced Brian Campbell Port of Portland Policy and Planning Manager
who gave a presentation (hand-out filed with the record of this meeting as are all
other documents referred to and/or distributed at this meeting), "Airport Planning &
Regional Growth Management" by the Port of Portland dated May 29, 1996. He
reviewed the history of the parking expansion program and how the Port had
informed interested parties of same. He then gave an overview of airport planning
and how it related to regional growth management. He explained the Port's
planning and terminal access strategy and PDX parking and roadway improvements.
He said the Port had applied for grant funding to develop an alternative traffic
model. He said their current traffic model was based on a shopping center and
was not efficient for the Port's needs. He said the new parking model should lead
to a more efficient combination of shuttle buses and LRT as well as ways to fund
LRT. He said the Port would also try to get LRT in coordination with the
South/North LRT effort. He said FTA funds had never been used for LRT, but that
the Port would investigate that option. He explained the Port's interim plans until
LRT could be in place and said the Port's long-term plan was to find ways to
implement recommendations from the study and LRT.
Brian Campbell continued his presentation and explained current parking conditions at
PDX and the planned improvements for parking. He said the total cost for
improvements would be $141 million. He said the parking structure itself would
cost $70 million and the rest would be used for surrounding improvements including
a roof for the drop-off into the main terminal building. He said to pay for the
improvements, the Port would issue bonds to be repaid by user fees. He said the
Port used to have access to FAA grants, but said that had gradually been replaced
by user fees.
Peggy Lynch noted for the record a letter e-mailed to her dated May 28, 1996
from Judy Skinner, Co-Chair, Washington County CCI and Co-Chair, CPO #6
Aloha/Reedville, PO Box 5607, Aloha, on transit, LRT and parking at the airport.
Judy Skinner's comments are as follows:
Peggy, Two comments I think will be before MPAC at some point:
PDX airport parking: I'm sure that you have personal experience with this
one. From Aloha, the options are Airporter from the house about $18 each
way; get a ride to the Greenwood (no park and ride there) then the Airporter
(scheduled) about $12 each way; take Tri-Met to the Canyon Road Shi/o
(about $1) then the airporter (must call first) about $12 each way; Tri-Met all
the way about $1 with at least two transfers; or drive (parking $6/day).
Long term it would be most used if light rail went to the airport with
specific trains designated to go to the airport from at least the Sunset
Transit Center. Until then (particularly during this construction), I recommend
a west side park and ride with an airport shuttle (van) at $5 each way on a
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schedule both ways. Perhaps it should go from the Hillsboro Airport
stop at the Beaverton Transit Center.

with a

A more futuristic solution would be to "rent" electric cars on both ends so
that each person could take themselves to the airport and back while using
only a few parking places.
Key factors in successful transit for the airport are: fast (not too many
stops), scheduled (not on demand), safe when carrying bags (no downtown
transfers) and reasonably priced ($18 each way is too much).
Parking in general: I seem to recall that DEQ had a plan to reduce the
number of parking places at business to encourage transit use and wasn't
this all included in the early implementation.
With all the mid-size cars, I
wonder about the usefulness of "compact" spaces. If "compact" spaces
continue to be used, labeling should be required. Also vehicle registrations
should show if the vehicle qualifies as "compact."
Street types: In general I don't care what
they should be unique, i.e., they shouldn't
other descriptions that are commonly used
address my concerns elsewhere, please let

they call the classifications but
include boulevard, drive, road, or
in street names. If I should
me know.

Chair Hales said outside roads and effects from traffic increases at the Port should
also be taken into consideration. Andy Cotugno said the study would cover those
issues. Chair Hales said the study should also cover a.m./p.m. times. The
Committee briefly discussed same.
Chair Monroe noted there was a pending ballot measure to expand the Oregon
Convention Center and asked if a timeline would be developed for LRT to PDX and
if that could be tied to improvements at the Convention Center and the direct
access.
Mike Thome said it was difficult to commit to a timeline now because the Port
was still working on funding. He said the Port would have its planning done, but
could not state what funding source would be in place for LRT. Brian Campbell
noted his hand-out showed 2003 because by then there would be a transitional
mode change. He said LRT would be a simple line to build to PDX and the only
complexity would relate to the terminal itself. Chair Monroe noted Mike Thorne had
stated a huge amount of people from outside the Metro area could not currently
use mass transit, but if they and convention goers could use mass transit there
would be more parking for those who had to drive in from Hermiston, Pendleton
and other similar outer locations.
John Kowalcyz asked if drop-off or landing fees could be instituted. Dave Lohman,
Port of Portland, said the Port had looked at various options and said that
recommendation was one of the options they had checked, because the drop-off fee
would help alleviate congestion particularly on the upper roadway. Mike Thorne said
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the FAA, by both statute and rule, prohibited the diversion of airport revenues. Jim
Zehren asked if there would be any attempt to change those airport funding rules.
Mike Thorne said that was problematic and noted Brian Campbell's presentation on
changes in transportation and other uses and that a 1 percent change in
transportation equaled 125 parking places. Dave Lohman said the FAA made large
grants to airports around the country, but stipulated those funds could not be
turned around to support city government, for instance. Mayor McRobert said if the
Port did explore the alternative use of funds, they should talk to more entities than
just JPACT, Metro, Tri-Met and Portland because the Port would need the support
of the 3 counties and the 24 cities. Tom Walsh said the Port had made every
possible accommodation in their facility planning for possible future LRT at PDX and
had been much more progressive than other airports including some European
airports. The Committee and Port representatives briefly discussed logistical issues
further.
2.2

MPAC/JPACT Joint Review of Regional Transportation Plan - Chapter 1

Chair Hales said this item would be abbreviated in order to start the public hearing
on time.
Andy Cotugno isted and explained the following documents:
1)

The Citizen Advisory Committee Policy Recommendations Final Draft - Regional
Transportation Plan Update dated April 19, 1996;

2)

His memo to JPACT/MPAC Members and Interested Parties dated May 23,
1996, titled "CAC Addendum to Chapter 1 Revisions."

3)

The General Table of Contents of the Regional Transportation Plan Update:
Chapter 1, Regional Transportation Policy; Chapter 2, Land Use, Growth, and
Travel Demand; Chapter 3, Analysis of the Impact of Growth on the
Committee Transportation System (including performance measures and
standards); Chapter 4, Transportation System Concept and Functional
Elements; Chapter 5, Preferred Transportation Improvements to the Year 2015
and Performance Analysis; Chapter 6, Strategic Transportation Improvements to
the Year 2015 and Performance Analysis; Chapter 7, Constrained
Transportation Improvements to the Year 2015 and Performance Analysis;
Chapter 8, System Cost and Financial Analysis; Chapter 9, Implementation
(including relationship to the Transportation Improvement Program, Framework
Plan, and local/state system plans); and the Glossary.

3)

4)

The two Public Comment reports, dated April 10, 1996, and May 28, 1996,
respectively.
Related to the reports above, Exhibit A, Summary of Comments and Staff
Recommendations and Exhibit B, Summary of Comments and Staff
Recommendations, Proposed Consent Items.
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Andy Cotugno explained all items were still pending TPAC review and would then
go to MPAC and JPACT for approval.
Chair Hales said MPAC would hold another joint meeting with JPACT (scheduled for
June 20, 1996, 5:00 p.m., Council Chamber)
3.

PUBLIC HEARING on the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Chair Hales opened the public hearing.
Mary Kyle McCurdy, 1000 Friends of Oregon/CLF, 534 SW Third, Suite 300,
Portland, submitted written testimony and read from same:
In general,, we support the UGM Functional Plan and urge you to adopt it,
with a few strengthening provisions we will mention in a moment. This
document is the region's major step towards crafting a future that is different
here than every other metropolitan region. We know what will happen if we
continue to grow and develop as other cities have, and as, to some extent,
we have done here in the recent past - we will look like Seattle, San Jose,
and Detroit.
But we have the opportunity here - through a regional
government and a regional system of land use planning and transportation to maintain and enhance a metropolitan area where every community is
livable, walkable, economically vital, and affordable, while supporting our
productive and critical industries of farming, forestry, and tourism.
We urge you to not get overly bogged down in arguments about numbers,
but rather to focus on what kind of a future community do we want and
then how do we get there?
II.

Specific Comments on Titles

Title 1: Housing and Employment

Accommodation

We strongly support Title 1's "fair share" allocation of population and
employment, by which all cities and counties will endeavor to accommodate
their projected 20 year growth within the UGB. This seems to be the only
credible target, if we are to be responsive to what the public has
overwhelmingly expressed, and if we are honest & serious about striving to
do better - actually our best - in this metropolitan area.
We have one Comment here, in addition to those that will be made by
Tasha Harmon concerning affordable housing; We should expect the
commercial and industrial sectors to learn to be just as efficient and
innovative with their use of land as we are expecting of the residential
sector.
While we recognize the residential development is the largest
consumer of land and therefore worthy of emphasis, there have been a/most
no discussion of how the commercial and industrial sectors can also "grow
better," other than parking, and that has meant severe resistance from those
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sectors.
And, clearly, parking is not the only method by which these sectors
can use land more efficiently.
We recommend adding policy language to this
effect.
In addition, in Sector 5, MPAC and Metro should consider adopting
specific minimum density standards for residential development and minimum
floor-area ratios for employment areas, below which a jurisdiction could not
go.
Title 7; Compliance Procedures
If a local government concludes that it cannot accommodate all the fair share
population and employment growth allocated to it, and instead recommends
that the excess be directed to an expanded UGB area, then either the local
government or Metro should also do an analysis of the infrastructure and
services impact of that expansion. This should an analysis of the sewer,
water, roads, and stormwater infrastructure and fire, police, and school
services that would be required; what the costs would be to provide those,
in addition to the losses from the current use of the land and consumption
of natural resources; and an analysis of who would pay for these costs.
We recommend adding language to this

effect.

Tasha Harmon, Coalition for a Livable Future, 534 SW Third, Suite 300, Portland,
referred to hers and Leon Laptook's memorandums distributed previously at MPAC
(May 22, 1996) and MTAC (May 23, 1996) as follows: 1) "Affordable Housing
Issues in the (a) Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and (b) the Housing
Needs Analysis Discussion Draft" dated May 2 1 , 1996; 2) Affordable Housing Issues
in the "Housing Needs Analysis Discussion Draft, dated March 1996" dated May 9,
1996; and 3) "Affordable Housing Issues in Phase I of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan as Printed on April 16, 1996" dated May 9, 1996. All
three were available at this meeting. She expressed concern that the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan did not address housing affordability issues directly
except via the higher densities required of the Jocal jurisdictions. She said it was
important to include affordability issues themselves in comprehensive plans so that
the issue was addressed directly. She said the RUGGOs required provision for
affordable housing in each jurisdiction and said it was important for Metro to
address the issues now and provide the local jurisdictions with the tools to
implement same and/or allow them to develop those tools. She said various groups
had recommended to her that all the existing language in the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan on affordable housing be pulled together in one title
and said she would provide same.
Rex Burkholder, Bicycle Transportation Alliance/CLF, PO Box 9072, Portland,
distributed written testimony, and said the Urban Growth Management Functional
Plan would affect different transportation modes. He said with compact urban
design, citizens were likely to walk and bike more. He said Title 6 - Regional
Accessibility could improve accessibility by requiring connected, local street networks
with short blocks. He said the level of service standards could be updated by
allowing a more balanced approach to congestion and that road design should be
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matched to land uses while ensuring high quality pedestrian and bicycle networks.
He said Title 2 - Regional Parking Policy should reduce the amount of land and
investment in parking because that would free land for development, allowed
various destinations to be closer together and made walking and biking more viable
alternatives.
Mike Houck, Portland Audubon Society/CLF; 5151 NW Cornell Road, Portland,
distributed written testimony, and asked everyone in the room affiliated with the
Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF) to stand up. Approximately 50 citizens stood
to show their support for the CLF panel. Mike Houck said the CLF represented a
coalition of about 30 groups. He said he had concerns about Title 3 - Water
Quality and Flood Management Conservation, but supported it as written and asked
MPAC to forward it to the Council. He said it was essential for Metro to address
flood plain management, water quality and provide regionwide consistency with Goal
5. He noted the written testimony submitted by many present in the room.
Chair Hales said he would have staff prepare a matrix of specific recommendations
given. John Fregonese said the matrix would have to be done by June 5 and that
the deadline for submitting materials would be May 30 at the latest. Tasha
Harmon said she would submit the new housing title by May 30, but noted it
would not consist of any new language.
Mary Vogel, Friends of Rock, Bronson and Willow Creeks/CLF, 1000 SW Plum Drive,
Portland, 97219, submitted and read from written testimony. She said they were
very pleased with Title 3 and commended Metro staff and the advisory committees
on the language. However, she said they had recommended changes to make.
She said they did not like the language on "balanced cut and fill" and even more
skeptical of "unbalanced" cut and fill since the 1996 floods proved many
engineering studies to be wrong. They were also skeptical about the language on
"design flood heights." She said with more and more impermeable surfaces, "design
floods" were not what they used to be. She said Friends and CLF urged MPAC to
remove Section 4(A)(3), but said if it was not removed to at least change "one
foot" to "two feet." They supported the erosion sediment and control measures for
all new development within the Metro boundary, but felt the language on native
vegetation in Section 4(B)(4) should be strengthened. They supported Section 4(C)
encouraging various types of transfers of land(s) per the owner(s). She said they
were extremely concerned about exceptions in Section 4(D)(1) including allowing
sewers, overhead or underground electric power and various lines in Fish and
Wildlife Conservation areas because if those were allowed, other items that adversely
affected those habitats were likely to be permitted. She said they strongly
supported the language submitted by the Roderick Haig-Brown Chapter of the
Northwest Steelheaders regarding exceptions. She said trails should be kept a good
distance from creeks because they contributed to erosion. She said they were
extremely concerned about Section 6. Variances and asked what the procedure for
such variances would be. They recommended property trades for less sensitive
lands rather than granting variances.

MPAC/JPACT MEETING RECORD/May 29, 1996/Page 8

Stephan Lashbrook, City of Wilsoriville, PO Box 1282, Wilsonville, testified and
submitted written testimony. He asked for flexibility in performance standards
because no two jurisdictions did things exactly alike. Regarding Title 1, he said
Section 6(b) included a reference to development at "80% of permitted densities..."
and said the intent of the language was to maximize densities, it should be
amended to clearly state "80% of the maximum densities permitted without a
density bonus." He said there should be a map showing Zones A and B for Title
2 and strongly questioned the limit of one parking space per unit for residential
developments because that would limit redevelopment such as "granny" flats. He
strongly supported the intent of Title 3, but said Wilsonville had not had adequate
time to review the latest draft. He said the reference to an "unbuildable lot" on
line 384 should be clarified because it might result in a valid claim of regulatory
taking. He said Title 6 was controversial and had caused a great deal of debate in
Wilsonville on the "LOS F/E" designation for Elligsen and Wilsonville Roads.
Teri Cummings, 2190 Valley Court, West Linn, 97068, said she lived in West Linn
because of the natural beauty of the area and strongly supported Title 3. She
questioned sections (D)(1)(a) and (b) because they suggested allowing the use of
stream corridors for utilities. She said nature really should not be ignored after the
Flood of 1996. She said the variances language was confusing and noted West
Linn itself was built on a hill. She said a development had been sited there
recently that was totally inappropriate for its location and dumped into a ravine and
that its closest watershed was directly upstream from West Linn's most significant
upland corridor.
Greg Malinowski, Malinowski Farm, 13450 NW Springville Lane, Portland, said he
liked the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, but said it needed more teeth.
He said Metro should set policy that if the local jurisdictions did not meet minimum
density requirements, they should not have more land, and if the local jurisdictions
did meet their density requirements they could have more land. He discussed a
recent development built in his area that did not make good use of the land. He
encouraged the jurisdictions to work together to make sure the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan worked, otherwise 15,000 acres would be added to the
UGB and put farmers like him out of business. He said the regulations should be
spelled out so that one-third acre homes could not be put into an apartment zone
such as the development he had given as an example of inappropriate uses.
Guy Orcutt, Roderick Haig-Brown Habitat and Conservation Chapter, Association of
Northwest Steelheaders, 4041 NE 22nd, Portland, testified and submitted written
testimony and recommended that language on Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation
areas be strengthened and cities and counties be encouraged to protect those
habitats; that utility connections not be sanctioned where they would interrupt
natural functions and that Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation areas not be used
as routes for utilities. He also recommended that any power, cable or sewer lines
not be allowed to cause further degradation of a conservation area and also should
not automatically permit other uses. He asked that jurisdictions be allowed to
construct trails, boardwalks and viewing areas only when and where the functions
of the area were not harmed by such construction and where habitat friendly design
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was used along with mitigation such as equivalent widening of the protected
corridor, and recommended that roads only be sited where it was determined that it
was an essential crossing, there had been a finding of public need and where
mitigation was part of the plan.
Bill Resnick, Jobs for Justice/CLF, 1615 SE 35th Place, Portland, said jobs meant
dignity and a sustainable economy. He supported Titles 3 and 4 because healthy
ecosystems were the basis of a healthy economy. He said the region must make
sure the built environment did not downgrade the natural environment. He said the
recent flooding showed how expensive it was to ignore the ecological limits.
Doug Bollam, PO Box 1944, Lake Oswego, submitted a letter with recommended
changes and testified on same. He said the following language should be added to
Title 3, line 104 as follows: "Metro encourages local government to require that
approvals of applications for minor partitions, subdivisions and design review actions
must be conditioned with protecting Water Quality and Flood Management Areas
with a conservation easement, platted as a common open space, or through
purchase or donation of fee simple ownership to private agencies or private nonprofits for preservation where feasible. Metro and local governments shall recognize
that applications involving pre-existing development within the Water Quality and
Flood Management Areas shall not be subject to these conditions."
Doug Bollam also recommended the following change to Section 8 - Definitions (c): "Additions and alterations to existing structures and development that do not
encroach into the Water Quality and Flood Management Area more than the existing
structure or development."
John LeCavalier, Fans of Fanno Creek, PO Box 25835, Portland, said he had just
attended a conference out-of-state at which what Metro was doing was considered
to be very progressive. He distributed written testimony in support of Title 3 and
said that Fans of Fanno Creek had successfully worked with developers on water
quality issues in the past. He said the increase in impermeable surfaces, and the
loss of floodplains and wetlands, had led to massive "flashing" especially in Fanno
Creek. He said Fans most often found themselves reacting after developments had
been done and said Title 3 would help them be to more proactive. He said Fans
strongly supported Title 3 and the specific language provided by the CLF and the
Audubon Society.
Liz Callison, Friends of West Hills Streams, 6039 SW Knightsbridge Drive, Portland,
supported Title 3, but had difficulty with several portions of the title including
Sections D(1)(a) and (b) because she said if private landowners were supposed to
preserve stream lands, then municipal bureaus should provide a better example than
demanding such generous exemptions for their projects in stream corridors. She
said at the very least, certain review processes should be included in Title 3 if
Section D (1) (a) and (b) exceptions were permitted by the Metro Council. She
said MPAC could rule that there should be an alternative sites analysis, a finding of
public need, and an adequate mitigation plan to compensate for adverse
environmental impacts. She also said, regarding Title 6, that she would rather see
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Metro encourage low density zoning on the lands defined as unbuildable due to
environmental restrictions rather than allow the variances. She said she would
rather have a mechanism to promote lower base zone density throughout those
constrained lands since there was no legal necessity to build on them. She
referenced the letter from the Southwest Neighborhood Coalition attached to her
testimony requesting lower base zone density in ravines and the halting of further
sewer and direct storm drain encroachments in stream corridors.
Kay Durtschi, Multnomah County CCI, Metro CCI, SW Portland Community Plan, PO
Box 19419, Portland, said she had tried to follow the process all the way through,
but had noted a disparity between the sophistication of the process and
commitment regionwide. She said citizens were held back from practicing crossjurisdictional regional planning. She said Portland neighborhood networks worked
very hard together and said it was at the grassroots level that Metro would find
out if the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan would work or not. She said
she constantly heard from Metro that if a jurisdiction did not raise an issue, it did
not come to the fore. She said Metro needed to act like a leader, and that for
citizens to work together to make it work, Metro had to help the citizens make it
work. She said regarding Title 3, Portland was doing a major CSO project
addressed in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, but said until other
communities dealt with CSO in their jurisdictions, the problem would not be solved.
She said she sat on the Coordinating Committee for the Portland and County
jurisdictions and was continually asked where Metro representatives were. She
urged Metro to participate in such organizations more.
John Alland, SW Community Plan CAC, 10463 SW 53rd Ave., Portland, strongly
supported action on and implementation of Title 3. He strongly concurred with
Mike Houck's and John LeCavalier's testimony. He noted the National Forest
Management plan covered more aspects than Title 3 did and urged Metro to review
that plan. He hoped for more cohesiveness between Portland, Tigard and Beaverton
on their stream corridor plans. He disagreed with one Comment by the U.S. Fish
& Wildlife Service which recommended a language change in Section 5 of Title 5
on "prohibited plant lists" to "non-native plant lists." He said non-native plant
species such as English ivy should be looked at with regard to the damage they
did. He discussed affordable housing and said financing alternatives such as 60-year
mortgages used in Europe which were mortgages passed down in families from the
parents to children, should be considered in addition to other alternative financing
options.
John Marshall, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 2600 SE 98th Ave., Suite 100,
Portland, testified and distributed written testimony which included the following
general comments: 1) Conceptual support of maintaining a targeted UGB, while
recognizing the need for flexibility when development pressures inside the UGB might
affect sensitive fish and wildlife habitats because of the scarcity of buildable lands
inside the UGB; 2) General support of Title 3 as developed by the joint WRPAC and
MTAC subcommittee and of the language submitted by the Coalition for a Livable
Future and the Audubon Society; and 3) Support of integration of Statewide Land
Use Planning Goals 5, 6 and 7 to help facilitate the Urban Growth Management
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Functional Plan. John Marshall said: 1) Regarding Section 4, Performance Standards,
line 57, the design flood height should be defined at the 100 year recurrence level
at a minimum; 2) In Section 4, Performance Standards B(2), the word "Prohibited"
should be replaced with "Non-native;" 3) In Section 5, Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Area Sections B(1)(a) and (c), there should be hierarchical consideration
of alternatives, avoidance, and minimization, and compensatory mitigation before an
exception for infrastructure of any kind, including roads, was granted; 4) That the
"Prohibited Plant List" in Section 5 should be changed to the "Non-Native Plant
List;" 5) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service did not support the inclusion of
language in Section 5(C)(3) to ignore new Goal 5 information for jurisdictions
accepted by the LCDC Periodic Review Order after January 1, 1993, and that a
Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendment should be an available tool at any time
between periodic reviews just as it was for aggregate Goal 5 resources; and 6)
That there should be language in Section 7 - Variances to give local jurisdictions
guidelines on when and to what extent variances were appropriate and that an
appeals process should be established for local citizens and resource agencies to
enter into cases where they believed a variance was unjustly allowed.
Peter Fry, AICP, 722 SW Second, Suite 330, Portland,
Chair Hales to read into the record:

left written testimony for

7.

I am sorry, but I need to be in Salem at 7:30 p.m.

2.

Joseph Angel and I believe that the ratios for restaurants work, but
should not be reduced. Restaurants are driven by custom: i.e., eating
three times a day - seven days a week.

3.

Distribution is not the same as warehousing and should have ratios
similar to light manufacturing.

4.

High density zoning does not produce high density, in fact it can
preclude it. Density grows from proper land size and configuration and
availability of public services. I can provide City of Portland data to
support this.

Brent Davis, Friends of Rock, Bronson & Willow Creeks chair, 5741 NW 204th
Place, Portland, testified in support of Title 3 and supported the comments made
earlier by John LeCavalier, Mary Vogel and Mike Houck. He said it was important
to support the intangible values of green spaces, natural areas and water quality.
He said once those qualities were degraded, those resources were lost. He said
clean water and natural areas made the region a more desirable place to live and
that the Friends of Rock, Bronson & Willow Creeks urged MPAC to support Title 3.
Skip Haak, Tryon Resource Management Partnership, 3303 NE 7th Ave., Portland,
said his group was a coalition of property owners trying to restore the Tryon Creek
watershed. He urged MPAC to strengthen Title 3 language to prevent further
damage to watersheds and stream corridors due to development projects.
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Bryan Powell, National Association of Industrial and Office Properties, 1211 SW Fifth
Avenue, Suite 2722, Portland, testified and distributed a letter from the NAIOP. He
said it was important for Metro to consider retail and commercial needs especially in
light of the need for industrial/commercial lands in the future. He said the current
shortage of those lands would cause a dysfunctional land market in the near future
and that without a good selection of industrial sites, companies would relocate
elsewhere and job losses would occur. He said the NAIOP supported the findings
of Hobson Johnson & Associates for the 2040 Means Business Committee. He
gave the NAIOP's recommendations on Title 2 and expressed concern about the
definition of Zone A. He said as drafted, practically all commercial and employment
areas fell into Zone A now. Regarding Title 4 - Retail in Employment and Industrial
Areas, he said Metro should more clearly define retail shopping areas inside and
outside of employment and industrial areas.
Kelly Ross, Oregon Manufactured Housing Association, PO Box 7344, Salem, said
per Metro's Housing Analysis Report, manufactured housing would account for
7,523-23,452 homes for the projected single-family housing demand. He said
because of that, Metro should remove any regulatory roadblocks that might restrict
manufactured housing from providing needed affordable housing in the region. He
said the Oregon Manufactured Housing Association recommended that: 1) Title 1,
Section 4(B) be amended to add a requirement that local governments shall
determine the effects of minimum parcel requirements for mobile home or
manufactured dwelling parks; 2) Amend Title 1, Section 5 to add a requirement that
local governments permit mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks on parcels of
two acres or more; and 3) Amend Title 1, Section 5, to add a requirement that
local governments permit two or more manufactured homes to be placed on one lot
within any residential zone that allowed duplexes.
Gayle Killiam, Oregon Environmental Council, 520 SW 10th, Suite 940, Portland,
testified and distributed written testimony. She urged full support of Title 3 to
improve and preserve the quality of water resources on which the region depends
while the population grows and the economy develops. She said with attention to
water quality and flood management conservation in future urban growth
management, the region would continue its historical floodplain and steep slope
development, insufficient attention to erosion, stormwater pollution and degradation
of habitat along the waterways. She said because amendments to the original Title
3 had removed strong language that would have protected natural resources from
development pressures, that the Oregon Environmental Council looked forward to a
model ordinance containing many of the specific requirements removed from the
current Title 3.
Kendra Smith, environmental consultant, 5615 SW Skyline, Portland, said Title 3
would help her to do her job on the ground and that currently she was working to
restore Fanno Creek. She said Fanno Creek was already badly damaged. She said
Title 3 stated local jurisdictions could develop their own maps, but said local
governments should be under the most stringent regulations of all the jurisdictions.
She said balanced cut and fill could not be achieved and that there should regional
consistency on the language on construction zones.
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John Liljegren, International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC), 3030 SW Moody,
Portland, distributed and read from Bob LeFeber's letter dated May 28, 1996,
written on behalf of the Oregon Chapter of the International Council of Shopping
Centers. He said in the Metro area, more than 148,500 citizens worked in
thousands of stores and restaurants. He said that represented one out of every six
working citizens. He said 30 percent more citizens worked in stores and
restaurants than in high technology and industrial combined. He said 48,000
citizens provided goods and services to retail and restaurants. He said citizens
wanted good service and good choices and to choose when, where, and how to
shop. He said the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan imposed restrictions
on locations and parking and the number of future sites for restaurants and stores.
He said it reflected the attitude of "we know what's best for you and for your
customers." He said the Functional Plan appeared to have been drafted without the
benefit of prior studies, including the one done by Hobson Johnson & Associates
for the 2040 Means Business Committee. He said such studies showed that the
2040 Growth Concept Plan had not allocated enough sites with the right sizes and
locations to provide the new stores, restaurants and shopping centers necessary to
serve the anticipated 600,000 increase in citizens. He said the theoretical benefits
supposed to flow from such restrictions on the private sector were doubtful,
untested, and probably unprovable. He said those benefits would be tiny weighed
against the inconvenience for current and future citizens. He said ICSC members
wanted to help in the 2040 process to provide goods and services to those
citizens.
Brad Miller, ILSC/NAIOP, 4455 NE Alameda, Portland, discussed Title 2. He noted
Bryan Powell's and Bob LeFeber's testimony given and distributed earlier at this
meeting and noted he had served on Metro's parking subcommittee. He said if
Metro wanted to reduce parking the best way to do that would be to provide
affordable available public transportation. He said if that was not provided, parking
ratios would cause economic dislocations as proven by Gordon Davis in the study
done for the 2040 Means Business Committee. He said a Regional Transportation
Plan addendum had stated the original concept of Zone A, which was .25 miles
from a bus stop and .5 miles from a bus station. He said that access to public
transportation was the best hope for parking ratios, said specific changes should
also be made to Zone 2 and to the exceptions process.
Jon Chandler, Metropolitan Home Builders Association, 15555 SW Bangy Road, Lake
Oswego, said he had submitted his letter dated April 17, 1996 to MTAC on MTAC
April 18 and said it was available for MPAC's consideration at the April 24 MPAC
meeting on the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. He said that letter
recommended receiving citizen input at the beginning of the process rather than at
the middle or the end. He said conversations with citizens should be held as early
and as often as possible and urged MPAC to strongly recommend that to the
Council. He said regarding Title 1, Requirements for Housing and Employment
Accommodation, Section 4(A)(2), lines 108-117, minimum densities by themselves did
not do much, and encouraged MPAC to insert relevant language to show that those
densities could be achieved. He said minimums could be larger and still comply
with 2040 depending on how the planning was done. He said housing mixes
should comply with Goal 10 and make sure findings were adopted to demonstrate
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why that change was occurring. He said that should also apply to density
transfers. He said these changes should be made to institute real changes and not
just to accommodate statewide goals and to hold the UGB. He said the
Homebuilders supported the 2040 Growth Concept to create real, better communities
because what happened inside the UGB was more important than what happened
outside of it.
The Committee and Jon Chandler discussed the issues further. Jon Chandler said
he hoped discussion by Metro and the local jurisdictions should review why those
allocations had occurred and what their purpose was. Mayor McRobert asked if HB
2709 housing requirement language meant Metro had to look at requirements other
than density. Jon Chandler said it did. Jon Chandler said he had not had a
chance to review the new version of Title 3, but said from what he could tell, the
new language had improved it substantially.
Peggy Lynch hoped that the 1997 State Legislature would consider legislation to
improve citizen involvement and coordination. Commissioner Peters discussed
Washington County's latest efforts to improve citizen input processes and
coordination.
Jane Leo, Portland Metropolitan Association of Realtors, 5100 SW Macadam Avenue,
Suite 360, Portland, testified and distributed written testimony. She urged MPAC to
consider that individual jurisdictions were responsible for proving or disproving
Metro's numbers and said that took additional staff time and/or additional staff and
was an additional cost to the taxpayer. She supported flexibility in implementation
for local jurisdictions because otherwise municipalities would lose their individual
character. She said it was critical to maintain the housing mix; encourage citizen
participation at the beginning of the process; to not rezone land owners after the
fact and to not devalue homes by rezoning because in most cases homes, are the
biggest investments citizens have and make. She said language should be
developed for the Functional Plan stating ownership of private property was good for
the community and the region and that it provided for "economic health, social
stability, and an overall heightened quality of life." She asked MPAC not to forget
the cost to the taxpayer during the process for implementing called-for measures,
the potentially significant cost to the private property owner, and the need
throughout the process at all levels for public input.
Peg Malloy, Portland Housing Center, 1605 NE 45th, Portland, said regarding
housing, there should be a fair share component. She said it was interesting to
hear the retail community discuss how citizens had the right to buy what they
wanted in stores, but said that was not true in housing. She said the Portland
Housing Center was trying very hard to ensure there was affordable housing and
financial alternatives for citizens to buy homes if they so chose.
No other persons appeared to testify and Chair Hales closed the public hearing.
Written testimony only was sent and/or faxed by citizens/interested parties also.
The list follows.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

American Fisheries Society/Oregon Chapter
Friends of Arnold Creek (Amanda Fritz)
Ball Janik & Novack (Bradley S. Miller)
Bogle & Gates (Mark D. Whitlow)
Jim Hinzdel & Associates (Jim Hinzdel)
Margaret Cronholm
Candice Guth
Gary Kish
Gail Parker
Paul St. John Parker
Paula Sauvageau
Alan Shearin
Jeffry Gottfried
Michael S. Cole
Jim Labbe
Department of Environmental Quality (Kevin Downing)

(All MPAC members, the Metro Council and the Executive Officer have been
provided with copies of all testimony and any and all copies of any documents
distributed at this meeting are available upon request.)
Mayor McRobert said MPAC should discuss intended allocations and densities for the
local jurisdictions before the Council discussed same. She said MPAC should find
out what would occur if a jurisdiction could not take its fair share. She said the
language on employment centers from the Interim Measures and the RUGGOs did
not match the language on same in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
and said that language disparity should be addressed. She discussed Jon Chandler's
testimony on Metro's policy on units per acre. She said Metro figured how many
units per acre and then subtracted land for streets and other amenities. She said
Gresham did the opposite as did other jurisdictions and said that should be
addressed. She said Hillsboro had stated they could not take all of their allocation.
She said there should be discussion of what to do in such cases and said in those
cases federally allocated transportation funding might not be disbursed.
Chair Hales said MPAC would hold a work session and make recommendations to
the Metro Council at its June 12 meeting and schedule another, special meeting to
finish consideration of the RTP. Councilor Murrell asked if there would be a
meeting on schools and school land needs. The Committee briefly discussed when
that would be scheduled.
Chair Hales adjourned the meeting at 9:10 p.m.
Meeting record prepared by Paulette Allen, Program Assistant I.
mpac0529.min
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GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
PORTLAND REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

May 17,1996

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
PORTLAND REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Executive Summary

The Portland Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) was formed as part of the Governor's
Transportation Initiative. The charge from the Governor to the regional advisory committees was
to identify:
•

Gaps in state, regional and local transportation systems and services that are most
likely to impair livability and economic opportunity in their areas;

•

Actions that can be taken within the framework of the existing resources to help
close the gaps; and

•

How much in additional resources, if any, are needed to close remaining gaps and
who should be responsible for providing them.

The process involved defining the priority transportation needs and unfunded gaps necessary to
meet key livability and economic opportunity objectives (see page 10). The committee considered
a wide range of actions to reduce the unfunded gap within existing resources through
improvements in efficiency of the transportation system and the agencies that deliver
transportation services. The most significant findings and recommendations of the Committee to
close these gaps are as follows:
A. Efficiency Improvements
It is essential that the existing transportation-system function as efficiently as possible and
that the agencies responsible for providing these services and facilities operate efficiently.
Toward this end, it is recommended that:
1.

The Region 2040 Growth Concept be implemented - Maintaining a compact
region with an emphasis on higher density, mixed use development in centers and
along LRT and bus corridors is itself a significant source of efficiency savings built
into the transportation needs. This land use pattern avoids the need for extensive
new urban transportation infrastructure associated with expansion of the Urban

Growth Boundary. In addition, greater use of alternative modes, particularly
transit and walking, is encouraged and the resulting auto trips are shorter which
also reduces VMT and improves air quality. Transportation investments should
support implementation of these desired land use patterns.

B.

2.

All jurisdictions continue to implement improvements in efficiency to deliver the
maximum service within existing resources.

3.

The ownership of the transportation system be aligned to be efficiently provided by
matching the system to the most appropriate jurisdiction, eliminating redundancy in
responsibility and decision-making and ensuring that road needs in urban
unincorporated areas be addressed.

4.

Transit service be expanded to complete the system in order to meet the needs of
the full region, serve Region 2040 land uses and provide sub-regional access.
Tools for completing the system should include special subdistricts, increased
contracting out of service and encouraging private companies to provide special
services, such as shuttles to LRT and special needs transit. A fully integrated
transit system would operate more efficiently than the current partial system.

5.

Intelligent transportation systems should be developed in a manner that integrates
freeway, arterial and transit operations.

6.

Enforcement on the system be adequately funded to take advantage of this low
cost, high pay-off approach.

7.

Public education and information be improved.

8.

Good planning be rewarded.

State Priorities and Funding
A base level statewide program should be adequately funded to meet operating,
maintenance, and preservation needs and to help address capital improvement
requirements.
1.

Operating, maintaining and preserving the existing road, street, highway and bridge
system should be the state's No. 1 priority. Operating, maintaining & preserving
the system should be adequately funded at the state level with a reliable and stable
funding source. In addition, attention should be paid to ensuring these funds are
distributed to the areas where the needs exist consistent with adopted land use
policies. A particular problem exists in those urban unincorporated areas that do
not currently receive an allocation appropriate for maintenance of urban levels of

service because they are not in an incorporated city. Funding options
recommended for this need are as follows:
a.

b.

Immediate Action:
1.

Increase the state gas tax and index it for operations, maintenance
and preservation.

2.

Pursue a fee for the use of studded tires.

3.

Allow counties and the state to have the same authority as cities to
collect fees on utilities.

Future Consideration:
1.

2.

Special transit services to elderly and disabled persons should be funded with a
more stable source than the cigarette tax.
a.

Immediate Action:
1.

3.

Consider a Street Utility Fee if sufficient funds for operation,
maintenance and preservation are not provided from the state.

Commit a source of state general funds for special transit service to
the elderly and people with disabilities rather than the cigarette tax
and Tri-Met General Fund to address the rapid growth in service
called for in the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Growth is a significant statewide concern and should be funded in part through
statewide sources to address roads, transit and port needs, and to protect livability
and economic opportunity. Funding options recommended for this need are as
follows:
a.

Immediate Action Plan:
1.

Increase the state gas tax for capital improvements to modernize
the road and highway system statewide in order to accommodate
growth and address livability and economic opportunity.

2.

Pursue a Transportation Access Fee involving a charge to title all
added cars to the fleet (would not apply if a car is "traded in").

C.

Local/Regional Funding to Respond to Growth, Livability and Economic Opportunity
Local and regional funding sources should be strengthened, made more flexible and be
easier to implement to ensure these areas can meet the road, transit and port needs created
by growth beyond the base state level. It is important to ensure that these areas can pay
for the improvements they need rather than putting the burden on the state as a whole.
Existing impediments to using local options should be removed.
Recognizing that some areas of the state are experiencing greater levels of impact from
growth, a "Livability Fund" should be established using a collection of local, regional and
state sources. These funds should be targeted to assist the timely implementation of
improvements to the state and local road system, as well as regional and local transit
improvements and bike/pedestrian improvements. This approach may also be appropriate
in other parts of the state experiencing significant growth.

Funding options recommended for this need are as follows:
a.

Immediate Action:
1.

Pursue voter approval of a Constitutional Amendment to allow
new road fees to be used for public transportation. The focus
should be on fees other than the gas tax on autos and the weight
mile tax on trucks.

2.

Pursue a local option vehicle registration fee for roads and
transit

3.

Pursue a local area gas tax in the Willamette Valley and the
Portland region.

4.

Allocate lottery funds for Oregon's share of the cost to deepen the
Columbia River channel.

5.

Pursue implementation of the use of toll roads as defined in SB
626.

6.

Encourage public-private partnerships.

7.

Remove statutory impediments for creating programs to collect
funds in special transit subdistricts.

Future Consideration:
1.

Consider a possible Regional System Development Charge on new
growth.

2.

Consider expanding the use of tolls beyond that provided in SB 626
to other big-ticket projects.

3.

Consider use of Congestion Pricing.

1.

BACKGROUND

The Portland metropolitan area is in a period of rapid population growth and economic evolution.
Between 1980 and 1995, population grew 24.2 percent, far outpacing the nation as a whole as
well as the rest of Oregon (18.0%). This rate of growth is projected to continue; within the Metro
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), the region's population is estimated to exceed 1.4 million in
2015.
The region is expected to experience similar rapid growth in employment (53%), particularly in
suburban areas where total employment is projected to increase over 70 percent by 2015.
The region will attempt to accommodate this growth with implementation of Metro's "Region
2040 Growth Concept." This regional land use planning framework will concentrate development
in a set of high density, mixed use regional centers and pedestrian oriented neighborhood centers,
and along LRT and bus corridors. In addition, areas for industrial expansion and freight terminals
are identified. Region 2040 reflects the region's desire to retain a livable, economically viable
community in the face of rapid growth.
Investment in the transportation infrastructure is not keeping pace with population growth. The
principal state sources of revenue for state and local transportation system maintenance and
modernization -- motor vehicle fuel and truck weight-mile taxes — are not increasing significantly
because tax rates have been frozen for several years, and automobile fuel efficiency and inflation
are reducing fuel tax productivity. Federal transportation funds of all sources are expected to
decline as the Federal Government pursues its attempt to balance the budget.
Metro's 1995 Regional Transportation Plan estimated a 20-year capital improvement shortfall of
$3.6 billion for the region's transportation system plus a growing annual gap in ability to operate,
maintain and preserve the existing system. The ability to implement the Region 2040 plan and to
satisfy the transportation needs of a growing economy clearly are jeopardized by such a large
revenue shortfall. Additional needs in the Tri-County area outside the Metro Boundary are also
severely unfunded.

2.

PROCESS OVERVIEW

To address these significant growth, livability, economic opportunity and transportation issues,
Governor Kitzhaber launched his "Governor's Transportation Initiative." This initiative involved
appointing five regional advisory committees of business and civic leaders, and local elected
officials to develop recommendations to a state advisory committee. This is the report of the
findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Portland Regional Advisory Committee (RAC)
which will be submitted to the State Advisory Committee.

The charge from the Governor to the regional advisory committees was to identify:
•

Gaps in state, regional and local transportation systems and services that are most
likely to impair livability and economic opportunity in their areas;

•

Actions that can be taken within the framework of the existing resources to help
close the gaps; and

•

How much in additional resources, if any, are needed to close remaining gaps and
who should be responsible for providing them.

The members of the Portland Regional Advisory Committee appointed to represent the Tricounty area were as follows:
Ken Harrison, Portland General Electric (Committee Chair)
Cynthia J. Ford, Oregon Transportation Commission (Committee Vice-Chair)
Mike Burton, Metro
Barbara Coles, Clackamas County
Charlie Hales, Portland
Fred Miller, Portland
Larry Neitling, Washington County
Jim Osterman, Clackamas County
Roy Rogers, Washington County
Bob Stacey, Portland
Carl Talton, Portland
The Portland Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) met five times in preparing its
recommendations. At each meeting both invited and open public testimony was received. The
first meeting addressed critical issues to the region's livability and economic opportunities.
Members were given briefings on the Oregon Business Council's values survey, the Oregon
Progress Board benchmarks, Metro's 2040 Growth Concept, as well as key transportation issues
facing the area. The RAC closed its first session by identifying the transportation components of
its "critical" livability and economy issues.
At its second meeting, the RAC identified and prioritized the regions unmet transportation needs
and began examining ways of closing identified gaps in the absence of new resources through
actions to improve the efficiency of the transportation system and the transportation operating
agencies. During the meeting, the committee received a presentation on congestion pricing as a
demand management tool, and briefings from local government officials on potential system and
agency efficiencies which that could be utilized to close identified gaps.
At the third meeting, the RAC reviewed its priority needs rankings, assessed the ability to close
gaps in the absence of new resources and examined staff estimates of remaining gaps. Following a

panel presentation on revenue options, the committee took up the issue of new funding sources. It
did this in several ways. First, operating on the concept of linking cost responsibility to benefits
provided members a method to match funding options to issues on the basis of user responsibility.
Next, to establish a basis for making recommendations, they adopted a preliminary set of funding
principles and matched these against a proposed set of funding alternatives proposed for each gap.
Last, they considered the probable utility of funding options in the short versus long run, and
discussed whether some funding options were more appropriate at a statewide rather than
regional level.
The fourth meeting enabled the RAC to solidify its recommendations. The entire set of
recommendations to reduce the gap within existing resources and new resources was put before
the committee for review following an extended critique of those recommendations by a number
of area business and interest group representatives. The committee also reviewed and amended its
draft final report.
The final RAC meeting is scheduled for June 6th to present the committee's recommendations and
final report to region's local, regional and state elected officials and business leaders. This session
is intended to inform these representatives of the GTI process, describe how the RAC arrived at
its conclusions, and seek feedback on its recommendations to allow refinement prior to adoption
of the final RAC report.
The summaries of the RAC meetings are included in Appendix A.

3. KEY ISSUES AND TRENDS TRANSPORTATION NEEDS AND GAPS
The first task of the RAC was to identify the key issues facing the Metro region. The Committee
identified 10 livability and 8 economic opportunity issues and trends.
The leading concern of the committee was the region's ability to preserve its livability in spite of
rapid growth, in terms of environmental degradation, traffic congestion, sprawl, affordable
housing and neighborhood amenities. Education, crime, care for the elderly and handicapped and
our ability to accommodate diversity also were called out.
The most significant economic issues were the provision of family wage jobs, the successful
performance of key industries, efficient access to international and national markets and statewide
economic integration and balance. The full list of priority issues is as follows:
Livability Issues and Trends
1

A healthy economy and the availability of jobs for our population is important to livability.

2.

Fast growth is negatively affecting the region's livability, including the following effects:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
3.

People fear the loss of livability of their neighborhoods and communities;
People fear change;
Growth is causing an increase in air pollution;
Growth is causing the degradation of water quality;
Land development is causing the loss of open space, farm and forest lands; and
Development is occurring in an undesirable pattern.

Increased traffic and traffic congestion is a major impact of growth, including:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Commuting to work is difficult;
Moving goods into, through and within the region is difficult;
Traffic congestion is causing a loss of accessibility to parts of the region;
Overflow traffic from congestion is negatively impacting neighborhoods; and
Traffic congestion is making it more difficult to "get out of town" to the mountains
and the beach.

4.

Affordable housing is a major concern.

5.

The aging of the population is changing needs in the region for all types of public services.

6.

Education of the population is a critical issue at all levels, including kindergarten through
grade 12, higher education and workforce training.

7.

People are concerned about personal safety, crime and law enforcement.

8.

There is a need to accommodate and encourage diversity.

9.

There is a need to provide adequate mental health care to segments of the population.

10.

There is a need to provide adequate opportunities for the disabled in all aspects of life.

Economic Opportunity Issues and Trends
1.

There is a need to provide family-wage jobs for our population by addressing:
a.
b.

Workforce training
Support for small businesses

c.

The concern that in-migration causes increased competition for jobs.

2.

There is a need to support the "trade" industry.

3.

There is a need to support the 'tourism" industry.

4.

There is a need to support the other "key" target industries.

5.

The Portland region is in a key geographic location for access to international and national
markets.

6.

The natural environment of the area is an important economic asset.

7.

An educated work force is an important economic asset.

8.

It is important to support economic opportunity outside the Willamette Valley.

Transportation Needs
From these issues, an extensive set of associated transportation needs were identified (see
Appendix D). These were organized under 11 categories:
•

Freight movement should be addressed on a system wide basis to ensure trade is being
supported.

•

There is a need to support implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept by targeting
needed transportation improvements to support locations of growth in the desired form.

•

There is a need to operate, maintain and preserve the transportation system we currently
have.

•

There is a need to improve safety and enforcement on our transportation system.

•

There is a need to provide more and better transportation alternatives and increase their
use for all travel purposes.

•

It is important that the transportation system and its improvements be sensitive to
environmental concerns.

•

There is a need to address the growing difficulty in commuting.

•

There is a need to provide improved transportation services for the elderly and people
with disabilities.

•

There is a need to provide quality passenger alternatives for statewide, national and
• international travel.

•

There is a need to provide an integrated traveler information service to the public.
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•

There is a need to educate people about key transportation issues.

In addition to these regional priorities, the RAC identified several other concerns somewhat
different in nature, most significantly, a) the need for better information on new transportation
alternatives, changing demographics and industrial trends to inform decision-makers; and b)
sufficient funding for transportation planning.
Priority Transportation Needs
From this comprehensive list of transportation needs, the RAC identified its top priority unmet
transportation needs (note: the reference to "gaps" corresponds to the items depicted in Appendix
B). In order of priority, these were:
1.

Preservation - Operate, maintain and preserve the existing system, including roads and
highways, signals, bridges, transit, bikeways and sidewalks. (Gap 3)

2.

Improve access to central city and regional centers - Improve LRT and highway access
at select locations in order to provide a high level of multi-modal accessibility to these key
locations in the 2040 Growth Concept. The emphasis should be placed on addressing the
modes needing the greatest improvement. (Gap 2a)

3.

Faster and more convenient bus service - Increase utilization of transit within the
region, especially to and from under served suburban locations. (Gap 5a)

4.

Provide local and collector streets and sidewalks in central city and regional centers
- Provide better local vehicular and pedestrian access in high density, mixed-use areas.
(Gap 2b)

5.

Truck choke points - Provide congestion relief at select locations to improve truck
movement within the region and ensure auto congestion does not impede trucks. (Gap le)

6.

Optimize use of existing system - Optimize flow on the region's transportation system to
more effectively use existing roadway and transit capacity through such actions as signal
optimization, rapid incident response and better passenger information. (Gap 7a)

7.

Highway capacity expansion - Expand highway capacity in select locations where
demand cannot be met adequately by alternative modes and demand management. (Gap
7b)

8.

Columbia River Channel - Deepen the Columbia River channel to ensure Portland's
global market position is not jeopardized. (Gap la)
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9.

Truck access to terminals and reload facilities - Improve congestion and poor highway
geometries which impede access to port and rail intermodal facilities. (Gap Id)

10.

Neighborhood traffic management - Remove high-speed, high volume traffic from
residential neighborhoods and improve the pedestrian environment along major arterials.
(Gap 2c)

11.

Unpredictable congestion - Improve areas where unpredictable congestion impedes
reliable truck deliveries. (Gap If)

12.

Sidewalks - Provide sidewalks along major bus corridors to support increased use of
transit. (Gap 5b)

CLOSING THE PRIORITY GAPS
The RAC systematically addressed each priority gap by first determining if the need could be
satisfied through a lower cost approach or increased efficiency within existing revenue sources.
Next, the committee identified potential new revenue sources to close the gap. This was followed
by determination of approaches to provide sufficient revenues, with a focus on state versus
regional or local funding responsibility and appropriate funding mechanisms to link those who pay
to their use or benefit from the improvement. A "worksheet" for each of the priority gaps is
presented in Appendix C, provides an illustrative accounting of the cost of each gap and
recommendations to reduce this gap.
REDUCING THE GAP WITHIN EXISTING REVENUES
The key approaches to reduce the size of the gap within existing revenues are as follows:
1.

2.

Preservation
A.

Studded tires cause considerable highway damage. Restricted length of use (varied
by geographic location) would reduce the maintenance burden of the state and
local government.
^

B.

The state and local government could pursue efficiency savings more vigorously.

Improve Access to Central City and Regional Centers
A.

Since Region 2040 is a 50-year plan, a prioritization of regional centers would
defer investment in access improvements to lower priority centers.
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B.

C.

3.

4.

More aggressive access management on major arterials that feed regional centers
and better surrounding local street connectivity would allow these roadways to
function more efficiently and defer the need for some roadway expansion.
Use of tolling on certain large projects, such as the Mt. Hood Parkway, would
reduce the need for conventional public funding.

D.

Adjustment of highway level-of-service standards and placing a greater emphasis
on accessibility would recognize regional tolerance for a higher level of congestion, implying less need for capacity expansion and ensuring the more
significant needs are addressed with available resources.

E.

Ensuring a better balance of jobs and housing and a mix of uses in these centers
will promote use of alternative modes and shorten trips.

F.

Application of the DEQ required Employee Commute Options (ECO) program
will reduce auto commuting 10 percent.

G.

Careful attention should be paid to land use patterns to ensure development is
compatible with the transportation system such as limiting large-scale (big box)
retail on the edge of the region and auto-oriented strip commercial.

Faster and More Convenient Bus Service
A.

Tri-Met could attempt to contract out more bus service to private sector or local
government entities or obtain greater use of volunteers for special needs
transportation in order to achieve more effective use of existing resources.

B.

A prioritization of the Fast Link Program would ensure the most cost-effective
routes are implemented.

C.

Employers could provide their own shuttle service, especially to LRT stations,
encourage more off-peak travel and implement telecommuting to help meet their
ECO target.

Provide Local Streets and Sidewalks in Central City and Regional Centers
A.'

Cost sharing with benefiting property owners would reduce the cost of adding
local streets and sidewalks at developing centers and LRT stations.

B.

A revision of local codes to require street connectivity would ensure an
incremental adjustment to a more efficient local street network.
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5.

6.

7.

Truck Choke Points
A.

If feasible, the application of congestion pricing would provide an economic
moderation of needed highway capacity for trucks by providing a financial
incentive to use the roads during off-peak hours.

B.

ECO will reduce auto commuting 10 percent.

Optimize Use of Existing System
A.

Existing funds should be prioritized to ensure the most beneficial traffic
management projects are put in place first.

B.

Land use patterns should take advantage of available transportation capacity by
developing a better jobs/housing balance and encouraging commuting in the offpeak direction.

Highway Capacity Expansion
A.

A change in level-of-service standards would reduce the need for capacity
expansion and ensure the most severe problems are addressed within available
resources.

B.

ECO will reduce auto commuting 10 percent.

8.

Columbia River Channel - A "no-new revenue" solution could not be identified.

9.

Truck Access to Terminals and Reload Facilities
A.

10.

11-

Funding partnerships with area railroads could reduce the public cost of mutually
beneficial grade separation projects.

Neighborhood Traffic Management
A.

Increase local street connectivity to provide alternate routes.

B.

Encourage "skinny streets" to slow traffic.

C.

Incorporate traffic calming techniques when local roads are built.

Unpredictable Traffic Impacts on Trucks
A.

Again, incentives for trucks to use the road system during off-peak hours would
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mitigate this problem.
B.
12.

ECO will reduce auto commuting 10 percent.

Sidewalks Along Major Bus Corridors
A.

Ensure local codes require sidewalks when redevelopment occurs.

B.

Seek cost-sharing with property owners that are not redeveloping.

Appendix D provides a summary of the gaps and potential reductions in their size.
REDUCING THE REMAINING GAP WITH NEW REVENUES
In order to establish a basis for making recommendations for new revenues, the RAC established
the following principles:
A.

Livability - Funding sources should be used for improvements that maintain or
improve livability and economic opportunity.

B.

Target to Priority Unmet Needs - Funding sources should be targeted to priority
unmet needs to ensure key livability and economic objectives are achieved.

C.

Simple and Practical - Funding sources should be easy for the public to
understand, make logical connections to transportation needs and be as simple to
administer as possible.

D.

Those that Use or Benefit Pay - Transportation revenue sources should reflect
those that use or benefit from the transportation system (or a segment of the
system).

E.

Stability - Funding sources should be stable and predictable, especially for
operations, maintenance and preservation.

F.

Flexibility - Funding sources should be as flexible as possible to ensure the most
cost-effective solutions can be implemented and to facilitate implementation of a
multi-modal transportation system.

G.

Growth should pay its fair share.

H.

Allocational Equity - Funds should be equitably allocated in recognition of where
. needs occur and where the funds are generated.
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The historic underpinning of Oregon's transportation finance policy has been cost responsibility.
This has been used to allocate the costs of the roadway system to light and heavy vehicles (cars
and trucks) according to the costs they create. It is apparent, however, that a broader view is
needed in order to recognize those who benefit from the facility, and not just those who use it.
Two key examples include improved accessibility to property, thereby increasing its value, and
increased use of alternatives to the auto, benefiting the motorist by decreasing highway use and
benefiting those with respiratory health problems through reduced vehicle emissions.
Based upon this broadened view, the Committee determined that funding sources should be
consistent with the fair share of use or benefit the sector being taxed is expected to receive. That
is, taxes on autos should be in balance with taxes on trucks; taxes on road users should be in
balance with payments from properties and businesses that receive benefit from improved access;
if a segment of users causes extra damage (such as studded tires or heavy axles), they should be
expected to pay proportionately more; both local residents and businesses as well as visitors
distant businesses that benefit should pay their fair share; current residents and businesses should
pay as well as newcomers who will be able to use the system when they arrive.
Based upon these principles, the committee addressed state versus regional or local
responsibilities and possible funding mechanisms. Their conclusions are as follows:
State Funding Responsibilities
A.

Operations, Maintenance and Preservation of State, City and County Roads,
Streets, Highways and Bridges
The top priority for funding at the state level should be operations, maintenance
and preservation based upon a stable and reliable funding source. The size and
importance of the state's investment in the existing road and bridge infrastructure is
significant. Properly maintaining and preserving the existing system is critical to
ensure it continues to meet needs statewide and avoid a much higher cost liability
when it falls into disrepair.
State resources should be distributed to state and local transportation agencies in
an equitable manner to ensure resources are targeted to where the need and
responsibility exists. This would entail defining an adequate level of operation,
maintenance and preservation in order to ensure funds are sufficient to meet this
need throughout the region.

B.

Statewide Capital Program
The state should recognize the importance of addressing growth issues statewide
and take responsibility for funding a capital program throughout the state to ensure
the needs of residents and businesses are met. This would include funding of
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improvements of statewide significance on the state highway system and local
roads and streets. Examples include improvements to the National Highway
System, parallel routes, or alternative modes that directly benefit the National
Highway System, improvements for community livability and access routes to
ports and terminals of statewide significance.

C.

Columbia River Channel
The state should support its share of responsibility for providing matching funds to deepen
the Columbia River Channel. This is a critical lifeline for moving cargo to and from the
Pacific Rim and is essential to economic interests throughout Oregon, the Northwest and
the United States.
The existing federal cost-sharing arrangement includes funding from the Federal
Government and the State of Washington to reflect their interest and benefit.

D.

Transit
The state should ensure a base level of transit funding is available throughout the state to
address the need for capital expansion for growth as well as funding services for the
elderly and disabled community. The current funding for the latter is based upon the
cigarette tax and is declining and jeopardizing this critical service.
State Sources
The menu of state sources the Committee considered viable are as follows:
A.

Indexing
It is critical that operations, maintenance and preservation be funded on a
stable, reliable basis. Due to continued inflation and improvement in fuel
efficiency, the existing sources are declining and will continue to decline in
purchasing power despite growth in travel. This places increasing demands
on the system with declining resources to meet these demands. As a result,
the ability of state and local agencies to adequately meet operations,
maintenance and preservation needs is jeopardized due to fluctuation in
revenues.
The gas tax should be increased to meet this need. In addition, funding
sources for operations, maintenance and preservation should be indexed to
compensate for losses due to fuel efficiency and inflation. This would not
represent a tax increase; in fact, without this indexing, taxpayers realize a
17

tax savings and the road system they depend upon suffers accordingly.
B.

Gas Tax
A base level statewide capital program should be funded through a gas tax
increase.

C.

Truck Taxes
The principle of cost responsibility should be maintained with an equitable
split between light and heavy vehicles.

D.

Studded Tires
A fee should be levied on users of studded tires to properly assign the cost
of this damage to these users.

E.

Utility Damage Fee
It has been demonstrated that when pavement is cut by a utility, 40 percent
of the remaining life of the facility is lost. To properly assign the
responsibility for this damage, the utility should be assessed a fee to then be
reinvested in pavement preservation. Since the first priority
recommendation is to adequately fund preservation through state
resources, this fee is proposed to be paid to the state. If, however, state
sources are not sufficient, this fee should be paid to the responsible
government. In addition, there should be a periodic assessment of where
the utility cuts are being made to ensure this resource is properly targeted
to this issue.

F.

Lottery
Due to the critical economic importance of deepening the Columbia River
Channel, lottery funds should be used to pay the Oregon share.

G.

Tolls
SB 626 authorized use of tolls to implement two highway projects in
Oregon: the Tualatin Expressway and the Newberg Bypass. Consideration
should be given to extending this approach to other big-ticket projects such
as the Sunrise Corridor, the Mt. Hood Parkway and perhaps others.
Although it is unlikely the projected traffic volumes on these projects
would produce sufficient revenue to fully fund their construction, tax
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revenue is likely to provide a substantial down payment. In addition, tolls
would provide a means of assessing the cost on the direct users of the
improvement.
H.

Congestion Pricing
There should be continued study of the potential for congestion pricing in
the long term. In particular, there should be serious consideration of a
demonstration project to determine if broader application is appropriate
and feasible. In addition, if any toll road is implemented, there should be
variable pricing to charge premium rates during peak periods and reduced
rates during off-peak periods. As a partial approach, this could be
implemented for trucks (see Section IV.J).

I.

Public-Private Partnerships
Public-private partnerships should be pursued where the opportunity of
capturing some portion of direct private benefit from public investments
exist. This could take the form of private investment in a road with tolls
and/or real estate values accruing to the private party to provide the return
on their investment. It could also take the form of cost-sharing with the
railroads on grade separations. In addition, increased land value resulting
from LRT construction could be tapped.

J.

Electronic Truck Tax Collection
Oregon has made great strides in developing electronic technologies to
manage truck PUC permitting and weighing motion. There should be
investigation into extending this technology to include automated collection
of weight-mile taxes. This would have the multiple benefit of easing the
private and public administrative burden and reducing (or perhaps
eliminating) evasion. As an incentive for use of this form of tax collection,
trucking companies could be offered a reduced weight mile fee schedule. In
addition, if implementation involved deployment of a network of
transponders throughout the state, tax rates could be adjusted to provide a
price incentive to use the roadways during off-peak hours, easing the traffic
burden during the peak.

Regional or Local Funding Responsibility
Significant differences exist throughout Oregon on the level of transportation infrastructure
improvement needed in each geographic area. The needs for investment in a multi-modal
transportation system in the Portland region are substantial due to the significant effect of growth
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pressures on the region. This is true not only to provide the facilities themselves but to ensure
these investments support and encourage development of a compact region as called for in the
Region 2040 Growth Concept. In recognition of these differences throughout the state, there
should be a strong emphasis on providing flexibility in local and regional funding mechanisms. The
range of funding mechanisms should be broadened and they should be made easier to implement
since a substantial part of the needed investment will rely on this approach
A.

Livability Fund
Recognizing that some areas of the state are experiencing greater levels of impact from
growth, a "Livability Fund" should be established using a collection of local, regional and
state sources. These funds should be targeted to assist the timely implementation of
improvements to the state and local road system, as well as regional and local transit
improvements and bike/pedestrian improvements. This approach may also be appropriate
in other parts of the state experiencing significant growth.

B.

Funding Sources
The menu of regional and local sources the Committee considered viable are as follows:
1.

Constitutional Amendment
A constitutional amendment should be referred to the voters to allow increases in
non-gas tax and non-truck fee sources of highway user fees (such as vehicle
registration fee) to be used for alternative transportation modes. With this change,
sources included in the "Livability Fund" could be committed to needed
improvements regardless of mode.

2.

State Capital Program
Capital funding for the "Base" state program should be included in the '"Livability
Fund" and allocated in an integrated fashion for improvements along with any
newly adopted regional sources. In general, projects of statewide significance
should be funded on a cost-sharing basis along with state and regional funds to
reflect a proportionate share of cost-responsibility based upon state and regional
benefit.

3.

Local Area Gas Tax*
It is important to provide local areas more flexibility to meet transportation needs
and to ensure these costs are borne in the area where these needs exist rather than
statewide. As such, a local area gas tax should be pursued where there are extra
needs above a baseline state capital program. This could at least involve a local

* State-imposed fee distributed to regions
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area gas tax by the three Portland area counties, the Portland metro area as a
whole and/or the Willamette Valley (note: may be appropriate elsewhere
in the state as well).
4.

Local Option Vehicle Registration Fee
The existing local option vehicle registration fee authority should be changed to
make this a more viable source by removing the cap (equal to the level imposed at
the state level), making it easier to implement, adding trucks, and perhaps changing
to an annual fee rather than a bi-annual fee. With these changes in enabling
legislation the state level, the region should pursue this source.

5.

Transportation Access Fee*
To ensure that growth in vehicle ownership and use will pay for associated
transportation improvements, a one-time added vehicle titling fee (of say $200 per
added car to the fleet) should be pursued statewide and distributed to the areas
where the vehicles are titled. In the Portland region, this should be included in the
"LivabilityFund."

6.

Regional Systems Development Charge/Traffic Impact
A regionwide Systems Development Charge should be pursued based upon the
road and transit improvements needed to address the added travel from growth.

7.

Street User Fee
This is really most appropriate for maintenance and preservation rather than
improvement and is not recommended at this time since the "Base" state program
is proposed to fund these needs. If state revenues are not sufficient to meet these
needs, this source should be considered further at the local level.

8.

"Special Needs" Transit Service
A general tax-based source (such as the payroll tax, income tax or property tax)
should be considered to fund special transit service to the elderly and disabled
community.

9.

Transit
Transit service should be improved throughout the region to complete the system,
serve Region 2040 land uses and meet sub-regional access needs through special
subdistricts. Tools for completing the system should include contracting out of

:

State-imposed fee distributed to regions
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service and encouragement of private companies to provide special services such
as shuttles to LRT. Existing statutory barriers to collecting fees and taxes in these
subdistricts should be removed.
5. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE
Having examined the top transportation priorities and the funding sources, the Committee
developed the following key recommendations:
A. Efficiencies
It is essential that the existing transportation-system function as efficiently as possible and
that the agencies responsible for providing these services and facilities operate efficiently.
Toward this end, it is recommended that:
1.

The Region 2040 Growth Concept be implemented - Maintaining a compact
region with an emphasis on higher density, mixed use development in centers and
along LRT and bus corridors is itself a significant efficiency savings built into the
transportation needs. This land use pattern avoids the need for extensive new
urban transportation infrastructure associated with expansion of the Urban Growth
Boundary. In addition, greater use of alternative modes, particularly transit and
walking, is encouraged and the resulting auto trips are shorter. Transportation
investments should support implementation of these desired land use patterns.

2.

All jurisdictions continue to implement improvements in efficiency to deliver the
maximum service within existing resources.

3.

The ownership of the transportation system be aligned to be efficiently provided by
matching the system to the most appropriate jurisdiction, eliminating redundancy in
responsibility and decision-making and ensuring that road needs in urban
unincorporated areas be addressed.

4.

Transit service be expanded to complete the system in order to meet the needs of
the full region, serve 2040 land uses and provide sub-regional access. Tools for
completing the system should include special subdistricts, increased contracting
out of service and encouraging private companies to provide special services, such
as shuttles to LRT A full transit system would operate more efficiently than the
current partial system.

5.

Intelligent transportation systems should be developed in a manner that integrates
freeway, arterial and transit operations.

6.

Enforcement on the system be adequately funded to take advantage of this low
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cost, high pay-off approach.

B.

7.

Public education and information be improved.

8.

Good planning be rewarded.

State Priorities and Funding
A base level statewide program should be adequately funded to meet operating,
maintenance, and preservation needs and to help address capital improvement
requirements.
1.

Operating, maintaining and preserving the existing road, street, highway and bridge
system should be the state's No. 1 priority. Operating, maintaining & preserving
the system and should be adequately funded at the state level with a reliable and
stable funding source. Funding options recommended for this need are as follows:
a.

b.

Immediate Action:
1.

Increase the state gas tax and index it for operations, maintenance
and preservation.

2.

Pursue a fee in the use of studded tires.

3.

Allow counties and the state to have the same authority as cities to
collect fees on utilities.

Future Consideration:
1.

2.

Consider a Street Utility Fee if sufficient funds for operation,
maintenance and preservation are not provided from the state.

The State should provide funding for the basic public transportation needs in the
state: special needs transportation (which is currently funded by the cigarette tax, a
very unstable source), public transportation for the transportation dependant, and
key intercity public transportation needs. In addition, the state should continue to
provide funding for major transit projects, such as light rail, that are more efficient and cost
effective than major highway capacity expansion projects. Funding options
recommended for this need are as follows:
a.

Immediate Action:
1.

Pursue voter approval of a Constitutional Amendment to allow new
road fees to be used for transit public transportation. The focus
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should be on new non-gas tax, non-truck tax sources such as the
vehicle registration fee.
2.

3.

Growth is a significant statewide concern and should be funded in part through
statewide sources to address roads, transit and port needs, and to protect livability
and economic opportunity. Funding options recommended for this need are as
follows:
a.

Immediate Action:
1.
2.

C.

Pursue an increase in the state vehicle registration fee to fund base
public transportation needs. The fee should be distributed equitably
throughout the state and when public transportation needs are met
the region receiving the funds should be able to use the funds to
meet local road needs.

Increase the state gas tax for capital.
Pursue a Transportation Access Fee involving a charge to title all
added cars to the fleet (would not apply if a car is "traded in").

Local/Regional Funding to Respond to Growth, Livability and Economic Opportunity
Local and regional funding sources should be strengthened, made more flexible and be
easier to implement to ensure these areas can meet the road, transit and port needs created
by growth beyond the base state level. It is important to ensure that these areas can pay
for the improvements they need rather than putting the burden on the state as a whole.
Existing impediments to using local options should be removed. Funding options
recommended for this need are as follows:
a.

Immediate Action:
1.

Pursue a local option vehicle registration fee for roads and transit.

2.

Pursue a local area gas tax in the Willamette Valley and the
Portland region.

3.

Allocate lottery funds for Oregon's share of the cost to deepen the
Columbia River channel.

4.

Pursue implementation of toll roads as defined in SB 626.

24

b.

5.

Encourage public-private partnerships.

6.

Remove statutory impediments to collecting funds in special transit
subdistricts.

Future Considerations:
1.

Consider a possible Regional System Development Charge on new
growth.

2.

Consider expanding the use of tolls beyond that provided in SB 626
to other big-ticket projects.

3.

Consider use of Congestion Pricing.

6. ADDITIONAL AND CONTINUING RESEARCH
A number of the suggestions of the Committee require further research and planning before
implementation is considered. It is important that adequate funds be provided in order to allow
this planning and research in order to better understand and meet changing economic and
demographic conditions and ensure multi-modal transportation systems meet the needs of the
community. Topics of particular interest include:
A.

Development of measures of efficiency and benchmarks to achieve continuous
improvement.

B.

Better understanding of truck needs and methods to encourage use of the road
system during off-peak times. This should include investigation of electronic truck
pricing with incentives to use available off-peak capacity.

C.

Employer-based programs to encourage the use of alternative modes, off-peak use
of transportation capacity and telecommuting.

D.

Understanding better the growing conflict between urban traffic and farming to
determine how to best address this issue.

E.

Creation of special transit subdistricts.

F.

The changing transport needs of the forest industry as timber cutting shifts from
federal lands in the Cascade Mountains to private and state lands in the Coast
Range.

G.

The appropriate approach to creating a Regional System Development Charge.
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H.

Appropriate methods to assess the damage resulting from utility cuts in pavement.

I.

Pricing of transportation to encourage cost-effective use of provided capacity
through such approaches as congestion pricing, parking fees, emission fees, and
VMT fees. Such a study is now underway by Metro and ODOT.

J.

Changing sub-regional transportation needs including truck access, transit service
and commuting.

The Committee made particular note of a growing sub-regional problem in Washington County. A
number of transportation problems are overlapping and the existing transportation system is
insufficient to handle these demands:
•

Growth in traffic impeding truck access

•

Growth in urban traffic impacting adjacent farm areas, especially in the Tualatin Valley

•

Major growth in high-tech employment creating new commuting patterns

•

Growth in log trucks from the Coast Range with an inability to access their destinations

These overlapping conflicts need to be better understood and addressed. Similar issues exist
elsewhere in the region including developing part of Clackamas County.

ACC:LMK
racrpt2.wpd
6-3-96
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APPENDIX A
Regional Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
Meeting 1 - Portland-Metro Regional Advisory Committee
March 12-13, 1996
The first Portland-Metro RAC meeting allowed the committee to identify unmet
transportation needs that are critical to area livability and economic opportunity.
Two speakers were brought in to assist in looking at issues relating to livability
and economic opportunity in the broadest sense possible.
•

Duncan Wyse, President, Oregon Business gave an overview of the
Oregon Business Council "Values" survey and the Oregon Progress
Board's "Benchmarks." The values survey provides a comprehensive
picture of those issues of concern to Oregonians. The Benchmarks
establish a series of standards for the state to meet to ensure livability
concerns are addressed. Wyse indicated growth is a statewide concern. He
said future population increases may be more than estimated. Oregon
businesses are increasingly concerned about the mobility of goods and
employees' ability to get to and from their jobs.

•

Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer presented a Region 2040 overview
and described the efforts of Metro and the region's local governments to
maintain livability and provide for economic opportunity in the face of
significant growth pressures. The population is increasing approximately
36,000 per year. The region has developed a planning tool (Region 2040) to
handle growth. It lacks the authority to make it happen. Burton stated the
current transportation funding mechanisms and allocation process are not
working. Resources are diminishing. He said the regional differences
require regionalized solutions. He asked the committee to put great
thought into revamping the funding and allocation systems.

A panel of four regional transportation experts described key transportation
issues that the region is facing. Dave Lohman from the Port of Portland
discussed freight issues; Andy Cotugno from Metro gave an overview of regional
needs, revenues and gaps; Bruce Warner from ODOT briefly described
congestion, traffic increases, systems management and how it impacts the state.
Dave Williams from ODOT discussed how federal policies and regulations
impact the ability to address state issues. The federal deficit reduction will impact
Oregon financially. The clean air and water acts increase costs as does coastal
salmon recovery effort.
Committee members broke into two discussion groups. Each group prepared a
list of issues relating to regional livability and economic opportunity and
identified transportation needs relating to those issues.

Top priority transportation needs are:
1.

FREIGHT - Movement should be addressed on a system-wide basis to ensure
trade is being supported ...

2.

LAND USE - There is a need to support the Region 2040 Growth Concept and
target transportation investments to support locations of growth in the
desired form ...

3.

PRESERVATION - There is a need to maintain and preserve the
transportation system we currently have ...

4.

SAFETY - There is a need to improve safety on our transportation system ...

5.

ALTERNATIVES/PEOPLE MOBILITY - There is a need to provide more and
better transportation alternatives and increase their use for all travel purposes
into and within the region ...

6.

ENVIRONMENT - It is important that the transportation system and it's
improvements be sensitive to environmental concerns ...

7.

COMMUTING - There is a need to address the growing difficulty in
commuting ...

8.

DISABLED - There is a need to provide for special transportation needs of the
disabled ...

9.

EXTRA-REGIONAL CONNECTIONS - There is a need to provide quality
passenger alternative for statewide, national and international travel ...

10.

INFORMATION - There is a need to provide an integrated traveler
information service to the public ...

11.

EDUCATION - There is a need to educate people about key transportation
issues ...

•

The Regional Advisory Committee staff is working to define the gaps between
what we are able to do given current resources, policies and practices and what
we need, long-term, in each of those areas.

•

The committee identified the need to provide good research, information and
planning for many of these issues, especially related to new alternatives, the
changing demographics and resulting needs and the changing economy and its
changing needs. Although this does not represent a direct transportation system
or service need, it needs to be pursued.

•

Five members of the general public made comments encouraging transportation
support for individuals with special needs; use of alternative transportation
modes; and cradle-to-grave education to change how public views
transportation. One letter was received encouraging funding increases.

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
Meeting 2 - Portland-Metro Regional Advisory Committee
March 25-26, 1996
The second Portland-Metro RAC meeting allowed the committee to select and
prioritize gaps (unmet needs). And to develop preliminary action
recommendations to help close the gaps within existing revenue sources.
Description of priority gaps, estimated costs in 1995 dollars associated with closing,
given current policies and practices, and preliminary action recommendations are as
follows:
1. Preservation - We are unable to maintain and preserve the existing road,
signal and highway system, including routine maintenance, signal system
upgrades, system preservation and rehabilitation, leading to more expensive
repairs or replacement late.
Estimated cost to close gap: $1.04 billion over 20 years or $18 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Drop public responsibility for some roads.
Define regional system: base level
local flexibility level
growth increment level
Allocate limited dollars to preserve arterials and collectors.
Limit use of studded tires and impose a fee.
More axles on heavy trucks (i.e. garbage trucks, busses).
Accept no ownership of new local roads unless self-maintained.
Set a target for improved efficiencies.
Establish a transportation efficiency review board.
Monitor National Best Management Practices.

2. Land Use - We need to improve the access to the Central City and Regional
Centers (Portland Central City, Gresham, Gateway, Milwaukie, Clackamas Town
Center, Oregon City, Washington Square, Beaverton and Hillsboro).
Estimated cost to close gap: $3,385 billion over 20 years or $156 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•
•

Prioritize dollars.
Prioritize centers based degree of land use commitment.
Change plan to connect centers via bus.

3. Alternatives/People Mobility - Insufficient bus service is being delivered in
newly developing areas, in heavily congested corridors and of sufficient quality
and convenience to be an attractive alternative for more trips throughout the
region.
Estimated cost to close gap: $891.1 million over 20 years or $45 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Contract out.
Lower service standards.
Prioritize fast links.
Develop partnerships with employers to provide low-cost shuttles.
Divide Tri-Met service into regional and local. Develop new service
provider model for local.
Develop more "niche" service.
Tie development requirements to transit effort.

4. Land Use - We need to build local collector streets and sidewalks in the
Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and light rail station areas in order
to support and encourage high density.
Estimated cost to close gap: $363.7 million over 20 years or $9 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•
•

Use existing dollars as incentive.
Limit cul-de-sacs. Require connectivity.
Adopt infrastructure guidelines/requirements.

5. Freight - Growing traffic congestion is impeding truck movement
throughout the region, hindering trade, just-in-time business services.
Estimated cost to close gap: $246.3 million over 20 years or $9.5 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Prioritize dollars to this purpose.
Prioritize these projects in terms of truck cost effectiveness.
Dedicate lanes where available.
Congestion pricing.
Access management.

6. Commuting - There is a need to optimize traffic on the existing system to
more effectively utilize existing road and transit capacity.
Estimated cost to close gap: $56.5 million over 20 years or $1.9 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Change the state investment program to tie into transportation plan.
Tie traffic projects to reducing traffic management costs.
Sell video feed/fiber optics.
Pursue more access management.
Prioritize existing dollars.

7. Commuting - There is a need to expand highway capacity in locations where
traffic demand exceeds goals for increased use of alternatives.
Estimated cost to close gap: 400.9 million over 20 years or $16 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•
•
•

Congestion pricing.
Employee-based alternatives.
Restricting trucks in congested locations.
Selectively tighten up "concurrency".

8. Freight - We lack the ability to accommodate the next generation of
international ships, threatening our access to these markets.
Estimated cost to close gap: $17.5 million over 10 years or $1.75 million annually
No recommendations that don't require new funds.
9.

Freight - Truck access to terminals and re-load facilities is difficult.

Estimated cost to close gap: $71.3 million over 20 years or $7 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•

Some Railroad cost-sharing.

10. Land Use - We need to reduce high-speed, high-volume traffic through
neighborhoods.
Estimated cost to close gap: $65 million over 20 years or $3 million annually
Preliminary recommendations are as follows:
•
•

Shift responsibility to neighborhoods/property owners.
Adopt-A-Speed-Bump.

Randy Pozdena from EcoNorthwest gave an overview of congestion pricing as a
demand management tool. Congestion pricing will encourage users to seek the
least expensive time of day to use the roadways. There are various types of
congestion pricing. The road use based approach is the best — pricing varies by time
of day and by type of vehicle. As a result, roadway use is more evenly distributed.
Metro and ODOT are beginning a congestion pricing pilot project to study the
potential further.
Two panels of transportation experts were brought in to assist in looking at system
and agency efficiencies that are being used or can be used to close the gaps.
•

System efficiencies to close the gap ...
ODOT Region Manager Bruce Warner gave an overview of ODOT's
Advanced Traffic Management System and local traffic signal systems.
Currently ODOT has in place a few closed circuit televisions to monitor
traffic conditions. Ramp meters are in use throughout the region to help
smooth traffic flow on state roadways. Incident response teams and a
Transportation Management Operations Center will be in place soon.
Traffic signals are being interconnected throughout the region to allow
continuous traffic progression.
Dave Yaden described Tri-Met's role in transportation efficiencies. Public
transit is effective in congestion relief. Tri-Met has the ability to support
growth management. Low-cost fixes to bus pull-outs with acceleration
lanes and signal pre-emption can keep buses moving. Demand for public
transit is growing.
Dave Lohman from the Port of Portland discussed the efficiencies that
would result from the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific railroad merger.
The merger will make rail service more efficient. Brooklyn Yard activity
adjustments will decrease truck traffic by 30,000 a month. Improved
connectivity will increase freight movement in and out of the area.

Andy Cotugno from Metro discussed possible benefits by affecting
regulatory changes — less wear on roadway surfaces can be achieved by
requiring more axles on heavy vehicles; require employers to reduce
employee single occupant vehicle use by ten percent; limit or charge for
parking; raise the driving age; reduce or coordinate utility cuts in
pavement; and access control.
Agency efficiencies to close the gap ...
ODOT Region Manager Bruce Warner gave an overview of current efforts
to re-engineer ODOTs project selection and development process. The
goals are to reduce time for delivery by fifty percent; reduce costs by fifty
percent; increase meaningful stakeholder involvement by one-hundred
percent; provide solutions and meet the need; and increase quality by onehundred percent. This will be accomplished by changing the way ODOT
employees work together and with external stakeholders. Conservative
estimates show an average savings of $17.6 million per year in staff time
and 1.8 years per average project when this effort if fully implemented.
City of Portland Transportation Director Felicia Trader described PDOT
productivity increase through streamlining and delivery service changes —
reclassifying managers to front line workers saves money; notification of
sweeping activities increase productivity; parking patrol schedule
adjustments saves money; public/private sector partnerships improve
safety; and combined programs and reduced outreach activities create
savings. PDOT also supports on-going efforts to identify efficiencies.
Clackamas County Transportation and Development Director Tom
Vander Zanden described efforts to bring efficiencies to the county.
Formation of a private/public advisory committee has helped the county
identify the best and most efficient approach to conducting business. Also,
the county will conduct its business differently in the future — no projects
off county roads; participate in matching fund projects only; maintain only
collector/arterial roadways, no local roads; and reduce bicycle and
pedestrian path construction by ten percent.
Mike Maloney discussed Washington County's equipment sharing
program and private sector contracting. Local communities contract with
Washington County to provide maintenance services. The county also
shares its equipment with other government agencies. When the private
sector can perform a service or produce a product for less money than the
county, the county will contract out. The county continually evaluates its
competitiveness against the private sector and makes adjustments as
needed. Inmate labor and Adopt-A-Highway volunteers saves money.

Multnomah County Transportation Engineer Larry Nicholas described the
county's paving services. Many east county cities contract with
Multnomah County for paving services. This saves the cities money. The
county also repairs heavy equipment for other government agencies.
State Advisory Committee Chair Neil Goldschmidt praised the Region Advisory
Committee's efforts and spoke briefly about the transportation initiative process and
recommendations. He emphasized the connection between livability and economic
opportunity and transportation needs to be clear, and presented so the public will
understand it. He asked the committee to focus on low-cost, high pay-off projects to
leverage implementation of the growth management concept.
Oregon State Police Trooper Jeff Dickerson testified that OSP does not patrol state
roadways within the urban limits. Law enforcement plays a large role in reducing
congestion during incidents and accidents, maintaining safety through enforcement,
removing studded tires through enforcement, preventing vandalism and
identifying persons responsible for roadway facility damage.
Oregon Truckers Association Marshall Koba testified the trucking industry is key to
the economic prosperity of Oregon. Two-thirds of all Oregon's communities are
served by trucks. The trucking industry is expected to grow, resulting in increased
road use. Oregon is the most expensive state to operate trucks; the weight mile tax
impacts economic development. This tax collection system needs to be changed.
Consolidated Freightway representative Lonny Gower testified trucking profits are
low, only one or two cents on the dollar. The weight mile tax makes profit-making
more difficult and in some cases impossible. He also stressed that Oregon-only
trucking companies cannot compete against national firms due to the high tax. He
supports the Oregon Truckers Association position.
Citizen Wendy Mortenson testified that economic opportunity is limited for
commercial farms located on gravel/dirt roadways. Farm to market capabilities are
difficult due to washboarding, rutting and poor turning radius. These types of
roadways are always last when considered for any improvements. She called for a
higher priority for these types of low-cost projects if we really want to support
Oregon's farm economy.

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION
INITIATIVE
Meeting 3 - Portland-Metro Regional Advisory Committee
April 11-12, 1996
The third Portland-Metro RAC meeting allowed the committee to finalize and
approve the preliminary efficiency recommendations to help close key unmet
transporation needs or "gaps" within existing revenue sources, and to develop
preliminary action recommendations for new funding sources to help close the
remaining gaps.
Preliminary action recommendations for new funding to close the remaining gaps
were discussed. Several principles and funding components were developed.
Principles discussed were ... simple and practical; provides stability; adds flexibility;
user based; target to infrastructure goals; tie to livability; and growth pays its way.
Funding components discussed were ... increase vehicle registrations; establish a
base state fund for roadway preservation and maintenance; impose a transportation
access fee; create public/private partnerships; impose a utility damage fee; establish
tolls; levy a studded tire fee; and increase gas taxes. The committee staff will refine
the preliminary recommendations before the next meeting.
A panel of five speakers were brought in to assist in looking at revenue options
relating to closing the remaining gaps.
•

Fred Miller representing the Portland Chamber of Commerce reported on the
chamber's Transportation Task Force New Funding Sources report.
Following are some of the recommendations: commit a portion of the
existing Highway Trust Fund to a Road Maintenance and Preservation Trust
Fund; adopt a three-tiered gas tax at a level tied to implementing a 10-year
improvement program; impose an added-vehicle title fee of $200 on each
new vehicle added to the statewide fleet; consider tolls to fund expensive,
new corridors; and further investigate congestion pricing as a demand
management tool.

•

During his job-exchange in Japan, Mark Dobson studied Kobe — "the miracle
transportation city". The city's transportation system is phenomenal ~
tunnels through mountains, communities built on landfills. He looked for
the magic bullet that made the city's transportation work so well. The bullet,
it turns out is that transportation is considered first before building anything
~ colleges, factories, sports fields, etc.

•

Steve Clark encouraged "tweaking" the existing systems. There is a blend of
solutions. Preservation and maintenance of the roadways must be funded by
a stable source.

•

ODOT Policy Section Manager Mark Ford gave an overview of previous
transportation finance proposals in Oregon. He also presented some
innovative funding mechanisms used in other states.

• Tri-Met's Dave Yaden indicated that people want transit that will make a
difference. People want to know what they're buying, and that they will
accept a finance alternative that makes sense. Changes in funding
mechanisms and transit operating systems are needed to meet the growth and
livability demands of the Region 2040 Plan.
Governor John Kitzhaber praised the Regional Advisory Committee's efforts and
spoke briefly about the transportation initiative process and recommendations. He
emphasized the importance of the initiative effort and his level of commitment.
"Oregonians ... must make the connection between transportation, livability and
economic opportunity so that we can continue to enjoy the extraordinary quality of
life that currently exists/'
Four members of the general public gave testimony:
•

Doug Klotz representing the Willamette Valley Bicycle Coalition commented
on highway/roadway building. He used the new Tacoma Street overcrossing
as an example of a bicycle and pedestrian impediment. Also, new curbs and
sidewalks create problems.

•

Susie LehSene from the Port of Portland expressed concerns that the Portland
International Airport has been overlooked as a regional center. And that
light rail should be a consideration for connection.

•

Edgefield Station, Inc. Board of Directors member Mike Miller informed the
committee of its proposal to develop a multi-modal and intermodal
destination location that will offer alternative means of transportation, such
as shuttle bus, bicycle and rail as tourist links to various stops in the
Columbia River Gorge and Mt. Hood.

• Jon Putman, transit advocate, suggested the committee look at no or low cost
fixes before looking at alternatives. "You have not been creative enough/'
Repair or build roads during the night wherever and whenever possible.
Educate people or their habits won't change. Have a "fuel tax" not a "gas tax".
Access to the Portland International Airport should be better. The
Wilsonville area SMART transit service should be used as a model when
developing smaller transit districts.

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
Meeting 4 - Portland-Metro Regional Advisory Committee
May 9-10, 1996
The fourth Portland-Metro RAC meeting allowed the committee to hear testimony
and discuss upcoming GTI events and approve the final report.
The Portland-Metro Regional Advisory Committee will meet with local legislator
and opinion leaders on June 6. The purpose of the meeting is to present and discuss
the committee final report. There will be a statewide wrap-up event with Gov.
Kitzhaber in early July.
The committee recommended an Executive Summary preface the final report. The
committee went on to refine the report and define short-and-long-range
recommendations (see final report).
Thirteen stakeholder representatives and members of the general public gave
testimony regarding the initiative effort and the draft final report.
• Jesse VanderZanden spoke on behalf of the Oregon Farm Bureau. The OFB
sees tremendous use on rural roads by people commuting in and out of the
Urban Growth Boundary for employment. This traffic impedes farm traffic.
More infrastructure improvements within the UGB may mitigate the
situation. The gas tax should be used to funded alternative transportation
modes. The OFB will support a gas tax increase.
• Association of Portland Progress representative Marty Brantley expressed the
importance of quality of life. Movement of people, services and goods is
important. Congestion in the Portland-metropolitan is terrible and getting
worse. APP supports alternative transportation modes; coordination of
agencies to produce efficiencies; maintenance and preservation of the system;
capital improvements; and new funding options. However, APP requests
funding come about without taxing or penalizing business.
• John Wyatt of the Clackamas County Chamber of Commerce recognized the
importance of transportation. The chamber agrees with the committee's
number one priority — a stabile funding source for maintenance and
preservation of the transportation system. The job/housing mix needs to be
maintained as the UGB expands. The job end of this is lagging. The existing
transit agency is not meeting the county's needs. The Sunrise Corridor and
Sunnybrook projects need to be funded.

Washington County business representative Jill Kirk stressed the importance
of freight movement in the county. The existing infrastructure is inadequate.
There needs to be better linkage into the state transportation system from all
points of the county. The existing transit system does not meet the county's
needs. Businesses pay large sums (taxes) and receive little back. Growth is
affecting the commuter's ability to get to and from jobs. Kirk recommended
funds should be identified to support the information highway.
East Multnomah County representative Terry McCall feels good planning
should be rewarded and that innovative ideas and solutions should be
encouraged. Safety is an issue on the existing transit system. Ridership
during certain hours reflects this. Shuttles should take commuters to the
light rail system. Traffic signal optimization is an effective tool.
John McGhehey of Stimson Lumber shared how the timber industry will
impact the Portland-metropolitan area transportation system in the future.
Maturing of forests such as the Tillamook Burn will increase truck traffic as
trees are harvested, processed and shipped to Portland for sale or export.
Purchase of new forest lands means more roadway use. Seventy-five percent.
of the forest product industry's business is done by truck.
Oregon Environmental Council representative John Charles emphasized a
user pay system to support transportation. If user fees are instituted
transportation taxes should be lowered or repealed. The OEC supported
congestion pricing and mileage-based pollution fees. Oregon's existing
highway system (exclusive of local neighborhood streets) should be converted
to an electronic tollway system. The weight-mile tax should be refined.
Keith Bartholomew of 1000 Friends of Oregon complimented the committee
on its efforts. The committee's report was good ~ 1000 Friends had only a few
suggestions as regards to transit, preservation, bicycles and multi-purpose
paths.
Citizen John Russell raised concerns over the plight of small towns and
communities. Whether by natural or artificial boundaries small towns and
communities need to plan for efficiencies in transportation and growth.
Restriction should be placed on "big box" development. He described the "big
box" phenomenon as enormous retail businesses locating on the fringes of
small communities that are in close proximity to a major highway or freeway.
The customer draw places tremendous pressure on the transportation system.
Port of Portland representative Dave Lohman responded to the possible
misinterpretation of Priority 5 on the Transportation Gap Worksheet. The
figures may lead some readers to underestimate the freight mobility problem.

Bennett Langlotz of the National Motorists Association supported
optimization of traffic signals and self-service gasoline. The "buy-a-speed
bump" committee-recommendation could be counter-productive on
Portland's streets. Wealthy neighborhoods could afford to purchase speed
bumps that poor neighborhood could not. Thus, sending motorists avoiding
the bumps into the poor neighborhoods.
Transit advocate Jim Howell urged the committee to place a high priority on
transit, using the existing system. Also, increase existing taxes for funding; do
not create new taxes.
Bernie Brown stressed the conflict of use on rural Washington County
roadways — Forest Grove, Cornelius and Hillsboro. Trucks, commuters and
school buses all competing for space on two-lane roadways is a catastrophe
waiting to happen. The existing transit system does not meet the needs of the
community — buses need to take riders to the light rail system.

APPENDIX B
Regional Advisory Committee Meeting Conclusions

GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
PORTLAND REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS
MEETING 1: ISSUES. TRENDS, TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
AND PRIORITY GAPS

LTVABTLITY ISSUES AND TRENDS
The following issues and trends are viewed by the Committee to be the most significant issues and
trends affecting the livability of the Portland metropolitan area:
1.

A healthy economy and the availability of jobs for our population is important to livability.

2.

Fast growth is negatively affecting the region's livability, including the following effects:

3.

a.

People fear the loss of livability of their neighborhoods and communities;

b.

People fear change;

c.

Growth is causing an increase in air pollution;

d.

Growth is causing the degradation of water quality;

e.

Land development is causing the loss of open space, farm and forest lands; and

f.

Development is occurring in an undesirable pattern.

Increased traffic and traffic congestion is a major impact of growth, including:
a.

Commuting to work is difficult;

b.

Moving goods into, through and within the region is difficult;

c.

Traffic congestion is causing a loss of accessibility to parts of the region;

d.

Overflow traffic from congestion is negatively impacting neighborhoods; and

e.

Traffic congestion is making it more difficult to "get out of town" to the mountains
and the beach.

4.

Affordable housing is a major concern.

5.

The aging of the population is changing needs in the region for all types of public services.

6.

Education of the population is a critical issue at all levels, including kindergarten through
grade 12, higher education and workforce training.

7.

People are concerned about personal safety, crime and law enforcement.

8.

There is a need to accommodate and encourage diversity.

9.

There is a need to provide adequate mental health care to segments of the population.

10.

There is a need to provide adequate opportunities for the disabled in all aspects of life.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ISSUES AND TRENDS
The following issues and trends are viewed by the Committee to be the most significant issues and
trends affecting the economic opportunity of the people of the Portland metropolitan area:
1.

There is a need to provide family-wage jobs for our population, by addressing:
a.

Workforce training;

b.

Support for small businesses; and

c.

The concern that in-migration causes increased competition for jobs.

2.

There is a need to support the "trade" industry.

3.

There is a need to support the "tourism" industry.

4.

There is a need to support the other "key" target industries.

5.

The Portland region is in a key geographic location for access to international and national
markets.

6.

The natural environment of the area is an important economic asset

7.

An educated work force is an important economic asset.

8.

It is important to support economic opportunity outside the Willamette Valley.

TRANSPORTATTON NERDS
The following are considered by the Committee to be the priority transportation needs related to
preserving and enhancing livability and economic opportunity in the Portland region:
1.

Freight movement should be addressed on a system-wide basis in order to ensure trade is
being supported, including the following elements:
•

The Columbia Channel and Columbia/Snake River system;

•

Sea-going ports;

•

Airports;

•

National railroad service and access;

•

Stability of short-line rail service;

•

Intermodal terminals;

•

Access roads for freight and statewide highways;

•

"Just-in-time" delivery of goods and services;

•

Truck size and weight regulations; and

•

Truck taxation.

Unmet Transportation Needs:
***a.

We lack the ability to accommodate the next generation of international ships,
threatening our access to these markets.
Proposed project: Deepen the Columbia River Channel to 43 feet.

b.

We lack competitive rail service to national markets.
Proposed projects: UP/SP merger and service upgrade and extension of Rivergate
rail line will improve unit train access to Port terminals and increase efficiency of
container transfer from truck to rail.

c.

We lack sufficient facilities to serve a fast-growing air cargo market, especially high
value products.
Proposed projects: Air cargo facility expansion; improved access routes.

"'Denotes top priorities of the committee.
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2.

*••

d.

Truck access to terminals and reload facilities is difficult.
Proposed projects: South Rivergate railroad overcrossing, Albina Yards railroad
overcrossing, access to air cargo terminals at Portland, excessive truck volumes
through St. Johns Business District, and 1-5 at Columbia Boulevard lack of access
to/from north.

*•*

e.

Growing traffic congestion is impeding truck movement throughout the region,
hindering trade, just-in-time deliveries and just-in-time business services.
Proposed projects: Highway improvements at key choke points, including: 1-5 at
Delta Park, 1-205 at Highway 224, intersection of Lombard/Columbia/Railroad,
Sunset Highway through West Hills, and 1-5 at Highway 217.

f.

Unreliable and unpredictable traffic congestion disrupts cargo delivery schedules,
especially just-in-time delivery and services.
Proposed projects: Highway improvements where traffic congestion is
unpredictable, including: Highway 217, Scholls/Oleson/Beaverton-Hillsdale
Highway intersection, downtown Beaverton, 99W to 1-5 to Durham Road. Incident
management system to quickly clean up accidents to restore traffic operation.

There is a need to support implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept by targeting
needed transportation improvements to support locations of growth in the desired form,
including:
•

Reinforce and leverage high-density development in targeted locations, especially
the Central City, Regional Centers and light rail station areas;

•

Provide good access to the Central City and Regional Centers;

•

Develop local street networks and provide more connectivity, particularly to shift
demand off the regional system and allow it to function for regional travel;

•

Design new development for an efficient transportation system which builds strong
neighborhoods and communities and integrates a variety of land uses and the aged;

•

Provide the basic infrastructure needed in growth areas;

•

Provide a balance throughout different parts of the region between jobs and housing;

•

Manage traffic through neighborhoods;

•

Avoid pressure on farm and forest lands outside the urban area due to improved
accessibility; and

"Denotes top priorities of the committee.

•

Address the pressure for growth in neighboring cities due to improved connections
to the Portland region.

Unmet Transportation Needs:
• •*

a.

We need to improve the access to the Central City and Regional Centers (Portland
Central City, Gresham, Gateway, Milwaukie, Clackamas Town Center, Oregon
City, Washington Square, Beaverton and Hillsboro).
Proposed projects: South/North LRT, LRT to Washington Square and Oregon
City, highway improvements, including: Mt. Hood Parkway, Sunnyside Road and I205/Sunnyside interchange, Highway 217,1-5 at Greeley, and I-5/Water Avenue
ramp.

"b.

We need to build local and collector streets and sidewalks in the Central City,
Regional Centers, Town Centers and LRT station areas in order to support and
encourage high densities.
Proposed projects: 210 miles of local streets and sidewalks and 75 miles of
sidewalks on arterials in the Central City, 8 Regional Centers, 25 Town Centers and
25 LRT station areas.

***

*3.

c.

We need to reduce high-speed, high-volume traffic through neighborhoods.
Proposed projects: Traffic calming devices such as circles, speed bumps and curb
extensions on local streets. Increased law enforcement of traffic speeds through
neighborhoods.

d.

We need to locate jobs and housing closer together in order to reduce the distance
needed to travel to work, shop and access services.

e.

We need to limit access on routes outside the Portland region to reduce pressure on
farm and forest lands in rural areas for development
Proposed projects: Access control on 99E, 99W and U.S. 26 East.

f.

We need to minimize the growth effects of increased accessibility to neighbor cities
resulting in increased commuting to the Metro area.
Proposed project: Maintain jobs/housing balance in neighbor cities; consider tolls
on Tualatin Expressway, Mt Hood Parkway and Sunrise Corridor.

There is a need to operate, maintain and preserve the transportation system we currently
have.
Unmet Transportation Need:
We are unable to maintain and preserve the existing road, signal and highway system and
bridges, including routine maintenance, signal system upgrades, system preservation and
rehabilitation, and bridge maintenance and rehabilitation, leading to more expensive repairs

***Denotes top priorities of the committee.
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or replacement later. (Note: Excludes seismic retrofit)
4.

There is a need to improve safety and enforcement on our transportation system.
Unmet Transportation Need:
a.

5.

We need to reduce accidents on the highway and street system.
Proposed projects: The following projects are needed to address the most severe
accident locations in the region:
Increased law enforcement is needed to ensure motorists obey all traffic safetyrelated laws.

There is a need to provide more and better transportation alternatives and increase their
use for all travel purposes. This alternatives include:
•

More bus service, faster and more convenient bus service, and priority treatment for
buses;

•

More street connectivity;

•

Easier walking connections;

•

Better and safer bike routes; and

•

Employer-based alternatives.

Unmet Transportation Needs:
***a.

b.

Insufficient bus service is being delivered in newly developing areas, in heavily
congested corridors and of sufficient quality and convenience to be an attractive
alternative for more trips throughout the region.
Proposed projects: Expand bus service hours by 3.8 percent per year (rather than
1.5 percent per year); and implement bus priority treatment
Sidewalks need to be improved along corridors to increase access to transit.
Proposed projects: Construct 215 miles of sidewalks.

c.

A seamless regional bikeway network needs to be completed.
Proposed project: Construct 269 miles of bikeways as reflected on the Regional
Bike Network.

d.

Employers need to establish incentives for employees to use alternate modes, shift
their work hours and telecommute.
Proposed projects: Continue the Tri-Met Rideshare Program; implement the DEQ
Employee Commute Options Program (ECO); and establish Transportation
Management Associations in business districts throughout the region.

"Denotes top priorities of the committee.

6.

It is important that the transportation system and its improvements be sensitive to
environmental concerns, including:
•

Vehicle emissions; and

•

Stormwater runoff.

Unmet Transportation Needs:

7.

a.

There is a need to maintain the carbon monoxide and ozone standards.
Proposed project: Implement the DEQ air quality plans over the next 10 years.

b.

There is a need to meet federal water quality run-off standards.
Proposed projects: Retrofit existing roads and revise standards for new roads to
incorporate revised stormwater features.

There is a need to address the growing difficulty in commuting, including:
•

Improve the imbalance between jobs and housing;

•

Provide quality alternatives;

•

Optimize the use of the existing system through better use throughout the day, use
of capacity in both directions, increased use of available vehicle capacity and
improved restoration of traffic operations after an accident; and

•

Provision of added capacity on the road system.

Unmet Transportation Needs:
**•

a.

There is a need to optimize traffic on the existing system to more effectively utilize
existing road and transit capacity.
Proposed projects: Implement an integrated signal system, freeway operating
system and transit dispatching/passenger information system to better utilize existing
capacity.

*b.

There is a need to expand highway capacity in locations where traffic demand
exceeds goals for increased use of alternatives.
Proposed projects: Various city/county arterials and ODOT highway expansion
projects.

There is a need to provide improved transportation services for the elderly and people
with disabilities.

""Denotes top priorities of the committee.

Unmet Transportation Need:
There is a need to provide the special transportation service comparable to service
available to the general public.
Proposed project: Upgrade existing door-to-door service to expand number of trips
served, frequency, and area of coverage of times of day.
9.

There is a need to provide quality passenger alternatives for statewide, national and
international travel, including:
•

Provide interconnections between modes, including intercity bus, rail passenger
service and air service;

•

Provide access for residents to statewide destinations, particularly the beach, the
mountains, the state capitol and college towns;

•

Improve Pacific Rim air service;
Address growing limitations of capacity between Portland and Seattle on the
highway system and for national/ international air service;

•

Provide access for "earless" vacations; and

•

Improve the stability of passenger connections outside the Willamette Valley (bus
and air).

Unmet Transportation Needs:
a.

There is a need to provide improved passenger connections from the Portland region
to locations throughout the state.
Proposed projects: Implement high-speed rail from Eugene to Portland; upgrade
intercity bus service to cities throughout Oregon (as defined in the OTP); and
expand air passenger service to various Oregon communities.

b.

There is a need to provide more frequent service to more Pacific Rim cities.
Proposed projects: Add airline connections from Portland to Asia; expand the
capacity of Portland International Airport.

c.

There is a need to supplement passenger capacity from Portland to Seattle to
overcome highway capacity limitations and preserve airport capacity for national
and international connections.
Proposed project: Implement high-speed rail from Portland to Seattle and
Vancouver, B.C.

d.

There is a need to improve the convenience of connections between Amtrak,
intercity bus routes and PDX.

Proposed projects: South/North LRT with connection to Union Station and LRT
spur to Portland International Airport.
10.

There is a need to provide an integrated traveler information service to the public,
including:
•

Metro area passenger alternatives;

•

Metro area real-time traffic information;

•

Statewide passenger information and reservations; and

•

Freight access information.

Unmet Transportation Needs:

11.

a.

There is a need to provide integrated passenger ticketing service for bus, rail and air
service.

b.

There is a need to provide real-time public information on traffic congestion.
Proposed project: Development of real-time traffic monitoring integrated with a
system for public access (such as TV or Internet).

There is a need to educate people about key transportation issues, including:
•

Availability and use of alternatives;

•

Potential changes in travel behavior;

•

Actions to improve safety; and

•

Changes in expectations, especially relating to congestion.

Unmet Transportation Needs:
a.

There is a need to provide the public with information about alternative
transportation services.
Proposed projects: Development of information about rideshare and bicycling
alternatives and real-time bus schedule information at key bus and LRT stops.

b.

There is a need to educate the public about methods to change travel behavior,
actions to improve safety and changing expectations relating to congestion.
Proposed project: Development of a comprehensive public information program.

In addition to these priorities for the Portland region, the Committee also recognized the

following needs:
1.

The need to provide access to jobs and services for single-parent families.

2.

The need to provide the support transportation industry, especially in rural areas, including
gas stations, truck stops, rest stops, traveler information services, and hotels.

3.

There is a need to improve the quality of the trip for tourists, including roadside pullouts,
information services, foreign language services and signing.

Finally, the Committee identified the need to provide good research and information to decision
makers on many of these issues, especially related to new transportation alternatives, changing
demographics and industrial trends. In addition, sufficient funding is needed for transportation
planning to ensure an effective and efficient transportation system is developed and maintained.
Although these do not represent a direct transportation system or service need, these issues also
need to be pursued.

ACC:lmk
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GOVERNOR'S TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
PORTLAND REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS
MEETING 2: REDUCING THE GAP WITHIN EXISTING REVENUES

I.

Develop a compact urban form integrated with transportation to provide quality
transportation alternatives and shorter trips and ensure that the livability of the
region is maintained.
Gap 2a

Provide multi-modal access to Regional Centers and the Central City.

Gap 5a

Improve bus and LRT service, especially to high density areas and extension
into new growth areas.

Gap 2b

Improve collector and local streets and sidewalks in the Central City,
Regional Centers, Town Centers and LRT station areas.

Gap 2c

Manage excessive traffic through neighborhoods.

Gap 2d

Locate jobs and housing closer together.

Gap 5b

Improve sidewalks to enhance access to transit.

Gap 5d

Employers need to establish incentives for employees to use alternative
modes, shift their work hours and telecommute.

Recommendations for reducing the gap within existing revenues include:
ODOT, JPACT, Tri-Met and local governments should prioritize limited available capital
funding for transportation improvements to emphasize improvements that leverage
higher density, mixed use development in key target areas. Create other incentives to
encourage development in these locations.
MPAC should prioritize the Regional Centers themselves to focus on those that are
connected to LRT and are implementing land use changes to become a Regional Center;
emphasize transportation improvements to these areas.
Develop partnerships with business districts and neighborhoods affected; reward actions
that change land use plans and implement developments to increase density in target
areas; invest in transportation projects on a cost-sharing basis.

Incorporate enhanced design features on roads through high density target areas; revise
local codes to require more street connectivity.
Pursue cost-sharing with benefiting property owners to reduce the cost of adding local
streets and sidewalks in developing centers and station communities
Pursue access management on major arterials that feed Regional Centers and the Central
City and pursue better surrounding local street connectivity to keep local trips off the
arterials.
Ensure that local codes require sidewalks when redevelopment occurs along bus
corridors and seek cost-sharing with property owners that are not redeveloping in order
to build sidewalks.
Where cost-effective, contract out more bus service; use more volunteers for "Special
Needs" service; encourage low-cost employer-provided shuttle connections to LRT.
Prioritize the "Fast Link" transit program.
Where cost-effective, pursue changes in the organizational structure of transit service
delivery into regional and local service.
Encourage employers to provide their own shuttle services, especially to LRT stations,
encourage more off-peak travel and carpooling and implement telecommuting to help
meet their ECO trip targets.
Relax auto-related development requirements (such as parking) in high transit service
zones.
Pursue land acquisition in LRT station areas to facilitate transit-supportive development
Implement "Skinny Streets" and more street connectivity in local residential subdivisions.
Incorporate traffic calming techniques when local roads are being built
Consider use of tolls on big-ticket transportation projects.
Change highway level-of-service standards to prioritize the most significant needs for
capacity expansion.
Improve the jobs/housing balance and mix of uses in centers to promote the use of
alternative modes and shorten trips.
Implement the Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program to reduce auto commuting

and congestion.
Ensure that land development is compatible with the transportation system. For
example, limiting large-scale (big box) retail at the edge of the urban area and limiting
auto-oriented strip commercial.

II.

Maintain a competitive position in the global economy.
Gap le
Gap 7b
Gap la
Gap Id
Gap If

Improve capacity at key truck choke points.
Expand highway capacity in congested corridors.
Deepen the Columbia River Channel.
Improve truck access routes to freight terminals and distribution centers.
Highway improvements where traffic congestion is unpredictable and
impedes truck movement.

Recommendations for reducing the gap within existing revenues include:
Support the merger of Union Pacific and Southern Pacific.
Develop a partnership with the railroads to share costs of road/railroad separations.
Prioritize limited capital funding for road projects with the greatest benefit to reducing .
problems for moving freight.
Change highway level-of-service standards to ensure efficient access to freight centers.
Pursue Congestion Pricing as a long-term solution; consider use of tolls on big-ticket
projects.
Change the "Strategic Investment Program" to encourage development served by
adequate transportation plans (i.e., LRT station development, development outside the
Valley).
Pursue land acquisition around new interchanges to facilitate supportive development
patterns.
Study financial incentives for trucks to operate in off-peak hours.
Implement the Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program to reduce auto commuting
and congestion.

III.

Deliver transportation services to the public through the implementation of
efficiencies that provide the best value for the tax dollar collected.
Gap 3

There is a need to maintain and preserve the transportation system we
currently have.

Gap 7a

Optimize the use of the existing road and transit capacity.

Recommendations for reducing the gap within existing revenues include:
Ensure an adequate level of preservation is accomplished by all jurisdictions as the first
priority within existing resources.
Limit the time period that studded tires can be used; vary the time limitations by
geographic area (less in the Willamette Valley).
ODOT and JPACT should prioritize projects that return increased use of existing
systems for minimal investment (traffic management improvements, transit priority
treatment in traffic, transit passenger information improvements, incident management
system). Require coordinated efforts for individual jurisdictional traffic management
systems.
Where they don't currently exist, ODOT, Metro, Tri-Met and/or local governments
should implement Bridge Management, Pavement Management, Public Transit
Management and Congestion Management Systems to systematically define most costeffective improvements; prioritize the use of funds accordingly.
Pursue efforts throughout the state to decrease cost and time to deliver projects.
Eliminate duplicate design, contracting and review/approval steps.
Establish a Transportation Efficiency Review Board to audit transportation service
delivery and require improved efficiencies, eliminate duplication or overlap of services
and appropriately align responsibilities and financial capabilities of the jurisdiction.
Develop a National Best Management Practices review process.
Streamline state laws that hamper efficient delivery of services (expedited and
consolidated project approval processes; create budget authorization for multi-year
projects; sale of surplus public property).
Investigate increased use of convict labor.
Pursue more rigorous regulation of heavy vehicles, including consideration of:

More axles on very heavy truck and buses to reduce pavement damage; and
Limiting use of critical facilities due to weight or peak-hour capacity constraints.
Sell video feed of real-time traffic information; sell excess fiber optic capacity.
Implement the Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program to reduce auto commuting
and congestion.
Implement land use patterns to take advantage of available transportation capacity by
developing a better jobs/housing balance and encouraging commuting in the off-peak
direction.
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GOVERNORS TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE
PORTLAND REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS
MEETING 3; CLOSING THE REMAINING GAP WITH NEW REVENUES

In order to establish a basis for making recommendations for new revenues, the Committee
identified the following principles:
A.

Livability - Funding sources should be used for improvements that maintain or
improve livability and economic opportunity.

B.

Target to Priority Unmet Needs - Funding sources should be targeted to priority
unmet needs to ensure key livability and economic objectives are achieved.

C.

Simple and Practical - Funding sources should be easy for the public to
understand, make logical connections to transportation needs and be as simple to
administer as possible.

D.

Those that Use or Benefit Pay - Transportation revenue sources should reflect
those that use or benefit from the transportation system (or a segment of the
system).

E.

Stability - Funding sources should be stable and predictable, especially for
operations, maintenance and preservation.

F.

Flexibility - Funding sources should be as flexible as possible to ensure the most
cost-effective solutions can be implemented and to facilitate implementation of a
multi-modal transportation system.

G.

Growth should pay its fair share.

H.

Allocational Equity - Funds should be equitably allocated in recognition of where
needs occur and where the funds are generated.

The historic underpinning of Oregon's transportation finance policy has been cost responsibility.
This has been used to allocate the costs of the roadway system to light and heavy vehicles (cars
and trucks) according to the costs they create. It is apparent, however, that a broader view is
needed in order to recognize those who benefit from the facility, and not just those who use it.
Two key examples include improved accessibility to property, thereby increasing its value, and
increased use of alternatives to the auto, benefiting the motorist by decreasing highway use and

benefiting those with respiratory health problems through reduced vehicle emissions.

Based upon this broadened view, the Committee determined that funding sources should be
consistent with the fair share of use or benefit the sector being taxed is expected to receive. That
is, taxes on autos should be in balance with taxes on trucks; taxes on road users should be in
balance with payments from properties and businesses that receive benefit from improved access;
if a segment of users causes extra damage (such as studded tires or heavy axles), they should be
expected to pay proportionately more; both local residents and businesses as well as visitors and
distant businesses that benefit should pay their fair share; current residents and businesses should
pay as well as newcomers who will be able to use the system when they arrive.
Based upon these principles, the committee addressed state versus regional or local
responsibilities and possible funding mechanisms. Their conclusions are as follows:
State Funding Responsibilities
A.

Operations, Maintenance and Preservation of State, City and County Roads,
Streets, Highways and Bridges
The top priority for funding at the state level should be operations, maintenance
and preservation based upon a stable and reliable funding source. The size and
importance of the state's investment in the existing road and bridge infrastructure is
significant Properly maintaining and preserving the existing system is critical to
ensure it continues to meet needs statewide and avoid a much higher cost liability
when it falls into disrepair.
State resources should be distributed to state and local transportation agencies in
an equitable manner to ensure resources are targeted to where the need and
responsibility exists. This would entail defining an adequate level of operation,
maintenance and preservation in order to ensure funds are sufficient to meet this
need throughout the region.

B.

Statewide Capital Program
The state should recognize the importance of addressing growth issues statewide
and take responsibility for funding a capital program throughout the state to ensure
the needs of residents and businesses are met. This would include funding of
improvements of statewide significance on the state highway system and local
roads and streets. Examples include improvements to the National Highway
System, parallel routes or alternative modes that directly benefit the National
Highway System, improvements for community livability and access routes to
ports and terminals of statewide significance.

C.

Columbia River Channel
The state should support its share of responsibility for providing matching funds to
deepen the Columbia River Channel. This is a critical lifeline for moving cargo to
and from the Pacific Rim and is essential to economic interests throughout Oregon,
the Northwest and the United States.
The existing federal cost-sharing arrangement includes funding from the Federal
Government and the State of Washington to reflect their interest and benefit.

D.

Transit
The state should ensure a base level of transit funding is available throughout the
state to address the need for capital expansion for growth as well as funding of
services for the elderly and disabled community. The current funding for the latter
is based upon the cigarette tax and is declining and jeopardizing this critical
service.

State Sources
The menu of state sources the Committee considered viable are as follows:
A.

Indexing
It is critical that operations, maintenance and preservation be funded on a stable,
reliable basis. Due to continued inflation and improvement in fuel efficiency, the
existing sources are declining and will continue to decline in purchasing power
despite growth in travel. This places increasing demands on the system with
declining resources to meet these demands. As a result, the ability of state and
local agencies to adequately meet operations, maintenance and preservation needs
is jeopardized due to fluctuation in revenues.
Funding sources should be indexed to compensate for losses due to fuel efficiency
and inflation. This would not represent a tax increase; in fact, without this
indexing, taxpayers realize a tax savings and the road system they depend upon
suffers accordingly.

B.

Gas Tax
A base level statewide capital program should be funded through a gas tax
increase.

C.

Truck Taxes

The principle of cost responsibility should be maintained with an equitable split
between light and heavy vehicles.
D.

Studded Tires
A fee should be levied on users of studded tires to properly assign the cost of this
damage to these users.

E.

Utility Damage Fee
It has been demonstrated that when pavement is cut by a utility, 40 percent of the
remaining life of the facility is lost. To properly assign the responsibility for this
damage, the utility should be assessed a fee to then be reinvested in pavement
preservation. Since the first priority recommendation is to adequately fund
preservation through state resources, this fee is proposed to be paid to the state.
If, however, state sources are not sufficient, this fee should be paid to the
responsible government. In addition, there should be a periodic assessment of
where the utility cuts are being made to ensure this resource is properly targeted to
this issue.

F.

Lottery
Due to the critical economic importance of deepening the Columbia River
Channel, lottery funds should be used to pay the Oregon share.

G.

Tolls
SB 626 authorized use of tolls to implement two highway projects in Oregon: the
Tualatin Expressway and the Newberg Bypass. Consideration should be given to
extending this approach to other big-ticket projects such as the Sunrise Corridor,
the Mt. Hood Parkway and perhaps others. Although it is unlikely the projected
traffic volumes on these projects would produce sufficient revenue to fully fund
their construction, tax revenue is likely to provide a substantial down payment In
addition, tolls would provide a means of assessing the cost on the direct users of
the improvement

H.

Congestion Pricing
There should be continued study of the potential for congestion pricing in the long
term. In particular, there should be serious consideration of a demonstration
project to determine if broader application is appropriate and feasible. In addition,
if any toll road is implemented, there should be variable pricing to charge premium
rates during peak periods and reduced rates during off-peak periods. As a partial
approach, this could be implemented for trucks (see Section IV.J).

I.

Public-Private Partnerships
Public-private partnerships should be pursued where the opportunity of capturing
some portion of direct private benefit from public investments exist. This could
take the form of private investment in a road with tolls and/or real estate values
accruing to the private party to provide the return on their investment. It could
also take the form of cost-sharing with the railroads on grade separations. In
addition, increased land value resulting from LRT construction could be tapped.

J.

Electronic Truck Tax Collection
Oregon has made great strides in developing electronic technologies to manage
truck PUC permitting and weigh-in motion. There should be investigation into
extending this technology to include automated collection of weight-mile taxes.
This would have the multiple benefit of easing the private and public administrative
burden and reducing (or perhaps eliminating) evasion. As an incentive for use of
this form of tax collection, trucking companies could be offered a reduced weightmile fee schedule. In addition, if implementation involved deployment of a
network of transponders throughout the state, tax rates could be adjusted to
provide a price incentive to use the roadways during off-peak hours, easing the
traffic burden during the peak.

Regional or Local Funding Responsibility and Sources
Significant differences exist throughout Oregon on the level of transportation infrastructure
improvement needed in each geographic area. The needs for investment in a multi-modal
transportation system in the Portland region are substantial due to the significant effect of growth
pressures on the region. This is true not only to provide the facilities themselves but to ensure
these investments support and encourage development of a compact region as called for in the
Region 2040 Growth Concept. In recognition of these differences throughout the state, there
should be a strong emphasis on providing flexibility in local and regional funding mechanisms.
The range of funding mechanisms should be broadened and they should be made easier to
implement since a substantial part of the needed investment will rely on this approach.
A.

Livability Fund
Recognizing that some areas of the state are experiencing greater levels of impact
from growth, a "Livability Fund", using a collection of local, regional and state
sources, should be established to implement the Region 2040 Growth Concept.
These funds should be targeted to assist the timely implementation of
improvements to the state and local road system, as well as regional and local
transit improvements and bike/pedestrian improvements. This approach may also
be appropriate in other parts of the state experiencing significant growth.

* State-imposed fee distributed to regions.

B. Funding Sources
The menu of regional and local sources the Committee considered as viable are as
follows:
1. Constitutional Amendment
A constitutional amendment should be referred to the voters to allow increases in
non-gas tax and non-truck fee sources of highway user fees (such as a vehicle
registration fee) to be used for alternative transportation modes. With this change,
sources included in the "Liveability Fund" could be committed to needed
improvements regardless of mode.
2. State Capital Program
Capital funding for the "Base" state program should be included in the "Livability
Fund" and allocated in an integrated fashion for improvements along with any
newly adopted regional sources. In general, projects of statewide significance
should be funded on a cost-sharing basis along with state and regional funds to
reflect a proportionate share of cost-responsibility based upon state and regional
benefit.
3. Local Area Gas Tax*
It is important to provide local areas with more flexibility to meeting local and
regional transportation needs and to ensure that these costs are borne in the area
where these needs exist rather than statewide. As such, a local area gas tax should
be pursued where there are extra needs above a baseline state capital program.
This could at least involve a local area gas tax by the three Portland area counties,
the Portland metropolitan area as a whole, and/or the Willamette Valley (note:
may be appropriate elsewhere in the state as well).
4. Local Option Vehicle Registration Fee
The existing local option vehicle registration fee authority should be changed to
make this a more viable source by removing the cap (equal to the level imposed at
the state level), making it easier to implement, adding trucks, and perhaps changing
to an annual fee rather than a bi-annual fee. With these changes in enabling
legislation at the state level, the region should pursue this source.
5. Transportation Access Fee*
To ensure that growth in vehicle ownership and use will pay for associated

* State-imposed fee distributed to regions.

transportation improvements, a one-time vehicle titling fee (of say $200 per added
car to the fleet) should be imposed statewide and distributed to the areas where the
vehicles are titled. In the Portland region this should be included in the "Livability
Fund."
6. Regional Systems Development Charge/Traffic Impact Fee
A region wide Systems Development Charge should be pursued based upon the
road and transit improvements needed to address the added travel from growth.
7. Street User Fee
This is really most appropriate for maintenance and preservation rather than
improvement and is not recommended at this time since the "Base" state program
is proposed to fund these needs. If state revenues are nnl sufficient to meet these
needs, this source should be considered further at the local level.
8. "Special Needs" Transit Service
A general tax-based tax (such as the payroll tax, income tax or property tax)
should be considered to fund special transit service to the elderly and disabled
community.
9. Transit
Transit service should be improved throughout the region to complete the system,
serve Region 2040 land uses and meet subregional access needs through special
subdistricts. Tools for completing the system should include contracting out of
service and encouragement of private companies to provide special services such
as shuttles to LRT. Existing statutory barriers to collecting fees and taxes in these
subdistricts should be removed.

ACCJmk
GT1MTG3.RPT
5-17-96

* State-imposed fee distributed to regions.
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APPENDIX C
Background Information

Comparison of Automobile-Related Taxes

100.00
•Auto-related Sales Tax (gas tax equiv.
OAnnual Vehicle Fees (gas tax equiv.)
JO)
J9>

• S t a t e & Local Gas Taxes

80.00

3
LU

15
CD

2730-

60.00

/

40.00

CL
O)

a)

o

20.00
24.00

27.00

25.00

27.80

0.00

— Oregon —
Source: Oregon Department of Transportation, Auto/Truck Section

Community Bridge and Road Program
Metro -12/5/95

Comparison of Automobile-Related Taxes
If

to

Effect Today

Bordering States

£)aok.£D.

MtrttCo..

Wa4h. Co.

State Gas Tax

24.00

24.00

24.00

Local Gas Tax

0

30

10

24.00

27.00

25.00

$15/year

$15/year

$15/year

0

0

0

$15/year

$15fyear

$15/year

$201/year

(2.60)

(2.60)

(2.60)

Prorated Sales Tax on Cars***

0

0

0

(Tax Equivalent in cents/gallon)**

0

0

0

27.20

30.20

28.20

Tax Source

State & Local Gas Taxes
Registration Fees
Personal Property Tax on Cars
Total Annual Fees Paid at Registration
(Tax Equivalent in cents/gallon)**

Total Auto-Related Taxes in Equivalent
cents/gallon

.

Washing*6rt

27.80*

Califortita :

Dtfief Western States
Arizona

Mofrfarta

21.00

18.00

27.0c

0

0

0

18.0c

27.0c

Idaho

Nevada

24.80*

21.00

30.00*

$36/year

$29/year

$27/year

$33/year

$20/year

$16/year

$165/year

$143/year

0

$76/year

$103/year

$136/year

$172/year

$27/year

$109/year

$123/year

$152/year

(29.60)

(4.60)

(18.80)

(21.1P)

(26.2c)

$177/year

$177/year

$115/year

$149/year

0

(30.40)

(30.40)

(19.80)

(27.50)

(25.60)

0

92.80

84.80

45.40

76.30

64.70

53.20

(34.60) •

' $160/year

'California and Washington tax rates include sales tax. Nevada includes average local option tax.
"Equivalent tax per gallon calculated using 581 gallons per year (12,000 miles per year at 20.7 miles per gallon).
""Prorated over eight years.
Source: Oregon Department of Transportation, Auto/Truck Section

Community Bridge and Road Program

Metro -12/5/95

Truck Fees and Taxes (1994)
Weight = 30,000 Lbs.
$6,000
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000

Cost$'

$2,000
$1,000

* Assuming 50,000 miles per year in the state
*• 1 = highest cost state of 50 states

Community Bridge and Road Program

Metro -12/5/95

Truck Fees and Taxes (1994)
Weight = 50,000 Lbs.
$7,000
$6,000
$5,000
$4,000

Cost$:

$3,000
$2,000
$1,000
$0

\
Cost$*
Rank"

$2,547
42

$3,357
23

$3,640
18

$4,092
13

$4,928
5

$4,930
4

$6,059
2

* Assuming 50,000 miles per year in the state
** 1 = highest cost state of 50 states

Community Bridge and Road Program

Metro -12/5/95

Truck Fees and Taxes (1994)
Weight = 80,000 Lbs.
$10,000
$8,000
$6,000
$4,000
$2,000

* Assuming 50,000 miles per year in the state
** 1 = highest cost state of 50 states

Community Bridge and Road Program

Metro -12/5/95

Funds Available for Maintenance and Modernization of
State Highway System (Metro area)
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By year 2015, 28% of maintenance
costs are unfunded
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Metro 5/17/96

Funds Available for Local System
Maintenance and Preservation
$300
By year 2015,46% of maintenance
costs are unfunded

$250
C
CD
Q_
X
CD

Roads and Mult. Co. Bridges

$200

Roads

$150
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Revenues available to cities and counties

Metro 5/17/96

Transit System Annual Operating/Routine Capital Costs

tpOVKJ
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service increase
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44,000 weekly
service hour§_
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Regional System Expansion/Improvement:
20-Year Costs and Available Revenues
$2,500

1995 $Bil!ions
City/County Arterial &. Collector Streets:
Total Improvement Costs- $1.635 Billion
Available Revenues = $383 Million

State Highways in the Metro area:
Total Improvement Costs= $1.960 Billion
Available Revenues= $74 Million

Unfunded Proiectsr $1,252 Billion

Unfunded Pro|ects= $1,886 Billion

$2,000

$1,500
E15.
EH4.
H33.
HJ2.
EH1.

Community Bridge & Road Prog.
Local Funds
Federal and State Funds
Bridge Rehabilitation Needs
Roadway Improvement Costs

$1,000
.- • f

$0,500

- -

m •

-

$0,000
Costs
Revenues
City & County Arterials and Collectors

Costs
Revenues
State Highways in the Metro area

Community Bridge and Road Program
Metro -12/5/95

APPENDIX D
Regional Advisory Committee
Transportation Gap Worksheets, Attachments
and Summaries

Governor's Transportation Initiative
Portland Metro Regional Advisory Committee
5-Year Priority Needs and Possible Funding Strategies

Description

Priority
1 Preservation

2 Access to Regional Centers
3 Fund Special Needs Transportation

State
Funding

Reduced
Gap
$19.3 m./year

$20.5 rnVyear 2.5 cent gas tax (indexed)
*
$ 7.9 m./year

$0.5 m./year

$11.2 m./year $13 vehicle registration fee

$3.2 mVyear

Increased Transit Service
$3.6 m./year

4 Regional Center Streets & Sidewalks
5 Truck Choke Points

$0.2 m./year

$3.2 m./year

6 Optimize Existing System

$1.0m./year

$3.1 m./year

7 Highway Capacity

$4.5 m./year

$5.2 m./year

8 Columbia Channel
9 Truck Access to Terminals
10 Neighborhood Traffic
11 Unpredictable Traffic Congestion
12 Sidewalks Along Transit Corridors

Possible State Funding Sources
4.5 cent gas tax to ODOT

Livability
Fund
$ 7.9 m. /year
$22.1 m./year

*

$5.5 m./year

*

$3.2 m./year

*

$1.6 m./year

*

$10.4 m./year

$17.5 m. Lottery funds
*
$3.5 m./year

$3.5 m./year

$0.03 m./year
$0.2 rnVyear

$2.6 m./year

$1.7 m./year

$1.4 m./year

$30.6 m./year

$30.5 m./year

*

$3.2 m./year

*

$2.6 m./year

*

$2.0 m./year

*

Possible Livability Sources
$30.5 m./year 2 cent tiered gas tax
$200 Transportation Access Fee
System Development Charge
$25 Regional Vehicle Registration Fee
. 1 % Payroll Tax

$62 m./year

**
**
**
**
**
**
**
**
**
**
**

**
$10 m./year
$3.5 m./year
$10.5 m./year
$25 m.year
$13 m./vear
$62 m./year

Metro-5/16/96

GOVERNOR'S TRANS. , J T A T I O N INITIATIVE
Portland Regional Advisory Committee
Top 12 Transportation Related Needs in 1995 Millions of Dollars
5/16/96

NEW REVENUE SOURCES

PRIORITY

NEED

Reducing the
Gap within
Existing Fin.
Structure
Unmet Need

DESCRIPTION

State Base
Funding
Amount

State
Lottery
Funds

State
Studded
Tire Fee

Tolls

Livability
Fund

Private
Funds

Non-Oregon
LRT Funds
(Federal and
Clark Co.)

TOTALS FOR TOP 12 PRIORITY NEEDS

($ait.i?>

Short Tern* (0 - & Years)

$t52,7,0*

MJdTfi*m{^iOYwfi)

($fcokai>

MM

Long Term {1 & - 2& Years} ,, $4,031.45

{$27a.&5*

f$262,5ty

sr.ostA»

{$632,56*

GfiAtfD TOTALS

Page 1 of 4

($61.59^

$0.00
($750.00)

$&.eo

(S40.00)

($900.56^

($131.43^

<$1,475.00)

m ,640.32}

^$256.78)

{$2,225.00)

GOVERNOR'S TRANJ
TATION INITIATIVE
Portland Regional Auvisory Committee
Top 12 Transportation Related Needs In 1995 Millions of Dollars
5/16/96

NEW REVENUE SOURCES

PRIORITY

NEED

#1

3

Reducing the
State Base
Gap within
Funding
Existing Fin.
Amount
Structure
Unmet Need

DESCRIPTION

Mid Term (5-10 Years)
Long Term (10-20 Years)
Totals

#2.2

#3

#4

2a.1

2a.2

5a

2b

State
Studded
Tire Fee

Tolls

Livability
Fund

Private
Funds

Non-Oregon
LRT Funds
(Federal and
Clark Co.)

Preservation of current system
Short Term ( 0 - 5 Years)

#2.1

State
Lottery
Funds

$135.40

($16.00)

($102.63)

($10.00)

($6.77)

$199.90

($48.20)

($131.71)

($10.00)

($10.00)

$703.80

($195.00)

($453.61)

($20.00)

($35.19)

$1,039.10

($259.20)

($687.95)

Provide South/North LRT and LRT extensions to PDX,' /Vashington Sq jare and Orego i City
Short Term (0 - 5 Years)
$0.00
$0.00
Mid Term (5-10 Years)
$0.00
$750.00
Long Term (10-20 Years)
$0.00
$1.900.00
Totals
$0.00
$0.00
$2,650.00
Improve access to Central City and Regional Centers
Short Term ( 0 - 5 Years)
Mid Term (5-10 Years)
Long Term (10-20 Years)
Totals

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
($262.50)
($262.50)

($40.00)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
($750.00)
($1,475.00)
($2,225.00)

($39.45)
($84.86)
($175.90)
($300.21)

$0.00

$0.00

($544.93)

$0.00

$0.00

($96.61)
($100.79)
$0.77
($196.64)

($39.45)
($84.86)
($175.90)
($300.21)

Short Term (0-5 Years)

$169.13

($2.50)

($56.20)

($110.43)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$200.49

($5.00)

($70.80)

($124.69)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$521.43

($20.60)

($191.02)

($309.81)

Totals

$891.05

($28.10)

($318.02)

$0.00

$0.00

($95.00)

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
($162.50)
($162.50)

$175.52
$365.52
$351.03
$892.06

($95.00)

($51.96)

More, faster, and more convenient bus service

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Provide local and collector streets and sidewalks in
Central City and Regional Centers
Short Term (0 - 5 Years)

$90.92

$0.00

($18.18)

($27.28)

($45.46)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$90.92

$0.00

($18.18)

($27.28)

($45.46)

Long Term (10-20 Years)

$181.84

$0.00

($36.37)

($54.55)

($90.92)

Totals

$363.67

$0.00

($72.73)

($109.10)

($181.84)
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$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

GOVERNOR'S TRANJ
TATION INITIATIVE
Portland Regional Auvisory Committee
Top 12 Transportation Related Needs In 1995 Millions of Dollars
5/16/96
NEW REVENUE SOURCES

PRIORITY

NEED

#5

1e

#6

#7

#8

7a

7b

1a

Reducing the
Gap within
Existing Fin.
Structure
Unmet Need

DESCRIPTION

State Base
Funding
Amount

State
Lottery
Funds

State
Studded
Tire Fee

Tolls

Livability
Fund

Private
Funds

Non-Oregon
LRT Funds
(Federal and
Clark Co.)

Truck choke points
Short Term (0 - 5 Years)

$33.06

($1.06)

($16.00)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$147.06

($7.65)

($41.21)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$66.13

($4.76)

($30.68)

Totals

$246.25

($13.47)

($87.89)

Short Term (0 - 5 Years)

$28.25

($4.75)

($15.66)

($7.83)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$28.25

($4.75)

($15.66)

($7.83)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Totals

$56.49

($9.50)

($31.33)

Short Term (0 - 5 Years)

$100.22

($22.25)

($25.99)

($51.98)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$100.22

($22.25)

($25.99)

($51.98)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$200.44

($44.50)

($51.98)

($103.96)

Totals

$400.88

($89.00)

($103.96)

Short Term (0-5 Years)

$17.50

$0.00

($17.50)

MidTerm(5-10Years)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Totals

$17.50

$0.00

($16.00)
($57.00)

($41.21)
($30.68)

$0.00

$0.00

($57.00)

($87.89)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Optimize use of existing system

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

($15.66)

Highway capacity expansion

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

($207.92)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Columbia River Channel
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$0.00

($17.50)

GOVERNOR'S TRANS
TATION INITIATIVE
Portland Regional Advisory Committee
Top 12 Transportation Related Needs in 1995 Millions of Dollars
5/16/96

NEW REVENUE SOURCES

PRIORITY

NEED

#9

1d

#10

#11

#12

2c

1f

5b

Reducing the
State Base
Gap within
Funding
Existing Fin.
Amount
Structure
Unmet Need

DESCRIPTION

State
Lottery
Funds

State
Studded
Tire Fee

Tolls

Livability
Fund

Private
Funds

Non-Oregon
LRT Funds
(Federal and
Clark Co.)

Truck access to terminals and reload facilities
Short Term (0 - 5 Years)

$35.67

$0.00

($17.41)

($17.41)

($0.85)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$35.67

$0.00

($17.41)

($17.41)

($0.85)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Totals

$71.33

$0.00

($34.82)

($34.82)

($1.70)

$0.00

Short Term ( 0 - 5 Years)

$16.25

($0.16)

($16.09)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$16.25

($0.16)

($16.09)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$32.50

($0.33)

($32.18)

Totals

$65.00

($0.65)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Short Term (0 - 5 Years)

$26.50

($0.85)

($12.83)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$193.50

($10.06)

($49.97)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$53.00

($3.82)

($24.59)

Totals

$273.00

($14.73)

($87.39)

($87.39)

$0.00

$0.00

Short Term ( 0 - 5 Years)

$34.06

($8.51)

($6.81)

($10.22)

($8.51)

Mid Term (5-10 Years)

$29.80

($7.45)

($5.96)

($8.94)

($7.45)

Long Term (10 - 20 Years)

$21.29

($5.32)

($4.26)

($6.39)

($5.32)

Totals

$85.14

($21.29)

($17.03)

($25.54)

($21.29)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Neighborhood traffic management

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

($64.35)

Unpredictable traffic congestion
($12.83)
($83.50)

($49.97)
($24.59)

$0.00

$0.00

($83.50)

Sidewalks along transit corridors
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$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Priority 1: Transports, j n Gap Worksheet 3
Transportation Need: We need to maintain and preserve the transportation system we currently have.
Short Term
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M)

Meetinq *1 - Gnn- (description of unmet need)

Mid Term
5 - 1 0 Years
(1995 $M)

Long Term
1 0 - 2 0 Years
(1995 $M)

Total for 20 Year
Period (1995 $M)

$199,90

$7D&8O

$1 4 «39J0

tfff§fff^

Gap description: W e are- unatfe to j»afe$ajn and peeservs true exfstiftg road anS bridge system, feadEng to
more expensiv& fepafcs w BSplacemeBt later. The shortfall wlB grow from $24 In-toted M in 19§6 to $187
tnSated:&in201$.

i
j
!

:

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:

|

Transportation solution # 1 : Limit studded tire use. Reduce use (and repairs) by 20%.
Non-transportation solution # 1 : Target of average of 1%/year through 2005 savings on local jurisdiction
system.

($3.30)

($3.30)

($6.60)

($13.20)

($12.70)

. ($43.60)

($111.20)

($167.50)

($77.20)

($78.50)

Non-transportation solution #2: Target of average 1 %/year through 2005 efficiency savings on state
highways.
Reduced Gap

$0.00

($1.30)

Shift $ to Modernization

($10.54)

($31.06)

($7.30)

($43.91)

Total Savings

($10.54)

($32.36)

($84.50)

($127.41)

($16.00)

($48.20)

($195.00)

($259.20)

($6.77)

($10.00)

($35.19)

($51.96)

($102.63)

($131.71)

($453.61)

($687.95)

($10.00)

($10.00)

($20.00)

($40.00)

($508.80)

($779.90)

Sub-total: Reduced qap within existing revenues

Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution # 1 : Utility cut fee (assume 5% of gap)
State solution # 1 : State program (assume funding balance of gap)
State solution #2: Studded tire fee (assume $10 M statewide in annual revenues, with 20% to Metro area)

Sub-total: Reduced qap with new revenues

($119.40)

moo !

($151.70)

mm

$0,00

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 2.1: Transporta. ^n Gap Worksheet 2a.1
Transportation Need: We need to improve the access to the Portland Central City and
Regional Centers (Gresham, Gateway, Milwaukie, Clackamas Town Center, Oregon City,
Washington Square, Beaverton and Hillsboro).

Short Term
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M)

Long Term
1 0 - 2 0 Years
(1995 $M)

Total for 20 Year
Period (1995 $M)

Estimated Cost to Gloss Sap

Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)

Gap description: Provide South/Worth LftT $&£S B> artd tRT e&ertSloKS to the Ported
Airport {5Si5OM)r Wasftingtej* Square ($200 M) and Oregon £fcy $300 to).

Mid Term
5 - 1 0 Years
(1995 $M)

$0,00:

$750.30- :

$0.00

$0.00

$1,900.00

$2,650.00

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solutions: None

Sub-total: Reduced gap within existing revenues

$0.00

$0.00

Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Federal share of funding for South/North LRT
($750.00)

($675.00)

($1,425.00)

($100.00)

($100.00)

($475.00)

($475.00)

($325.00)

($325.00)

($162.50)

($162.50)

($162.50)

($162.50)

($1,900.00)

($2,650.00)

State share of funding for South/North LRT
Clark County share of funding for South/North LRT
Federal share of funding for LRT extensions to the Portland Airport, Washington Square and
Oregon City
State share of funding for LRT extensions to the Portland Airport, Washington Square and
Oregon City
Local share of funding for LRT extensions to the Portland Airport, Washington Square and
Oregon City (Livability fund)
Sub-total: Reduced qap with new revenues

$0.00

($750.00)

lllllilillIliiliiillllliiililiiii||||||||||||l|||||liiiSi;l

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 2.2: Transportation Gap Worksheet 2a.2
Transportation Need: We need to improve the access to the Portland Central City and
Regional Centers (Gresham, Gateway, Milwaukie, Clackamas Town Center, Oregon City,
Washington Square, Beaverton and Hillsboro).

Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)

Gap descriptor Provide higfevtfay stfpfoVBn»ats> Sncludteg: totetttdte 5 r Aft. Hood Paifcway,
TV Highway, H&tiway 224®mt\i& Gorricfoiv &umytim<fo\titm&imQ4 and 1*205.

Short Term
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M)

Mid Term
Long Term
5 - 1 0 Years
10-20 Years Total for 20 Year
(1995 SM)
(1995 SM)
Period (1995 SM)
Estimated Cost to Class Gap
$175,52;
$892.08
S36SJ52.

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution #1: Prioritize Regional Centers to focus on those that are connected
to LRT and are implementing appropriate land use changes. The amount shown is based on.
deferring the examples of Gateway, Washington Square and Oregon City.

($48.50)

($48.50)

$97.00

Transportation solution #2: Pursue access management on major arterials providing access
to Regional Centers and the Central City, in order to provide 10-25 % more capacity
Transportation solution #3: Change the highway level-of-service standards to tolerate more
congestion. Reduce congestion relief projects by 20%.
Implement Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program targeting 10% reduction in auto
commuting.

$0.00
$0.00

($44.25)

($44.25)

($88.51)

($177.01)

($3.86)

($8.04)

($7.72)

($19.63)

(included)

(included)

(included)

(included)

($96.61)

($100.79)

$0.77

($196.64)

($39.45)

($84.86)

($175.90)

($300.21)

Non-transportation solution #1: Develop mixed land uses and better jobs/housing balance

Sub-total: Reduced gap within existing revenues

Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Livability fund (assume 50% of non-toll funding).
State solution #1: Consider use of tolls on big-ticket projects, such as the Mt. Hood Parkway
(assume 50% funding).

($95.00)

($95.00)

State solution #2: State capital funding (assume 50% of non-toll funding).

Sub-total: Reduced gap with new revenues
Grand Total: Remaining Gap

($39.45)

($84.86)

($175.90)

($300.21)

($78.90)

($264.72)

($351.80)

($695.42)

$0.00

$0v0O:

$0.00

$0.00 ;

illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 3: Transporta

n Gap Worksheet 5a

Transportation Need: Insufficient bus service is being delivered in newly developing areas, in heavily
congested corridors and of sufficient quality and convenience to be an attractive alternative for more trips
throughout the region.

Meeting #1 • Gap: (description of unmet need)
Gap. rfwcrfcafon: Expand bw$ s»rvic<s hpurs b£ & £ £ereent p& y$ar and inMemerii kvs prienty
Veatmefas $udh as- £asi Ufjk.

Short Term
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M)
||$|ff$$f$$$lj$j^^
;;
$169,13
•

Meeting #2 • Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution # 1 : Use more volunteers for special needs transportation. Assume 5% of
service is eligible at a 20% lower operating cost.
Transportation solution #2: Prioritize Fast Link program. Note: Base costs assume implementation of
half of projects in long term period.
Transportation solution #3: Establish sub-districts to contract out service to new areas. Assume 3% of
service is eligible at a 33% lower operating cost.
Transportation solution #4: Encourage employers to provide shuttles to help meet their ECO targets.
Assume 5% of service is privately funded.
Sub-total: Reduced gap within existinq revenues

Mid Term

Long Term
1 0 - 2 0 Years
(1995 $M)

Total for 20 Year
Period (1995 $M)

$20Q<49

$521.43

$891+05

($1.20)

($1.50)

($3.90)

($6.60)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

($1.30)

($3.50)

($16.70)

($21.50)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

($2.50)

($5.00

($20.60)

($28.10)

($124.69)

($309.81)

($544.93)

5 - 1 0 Years
(1995 $M)

Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution # 1 : LJvability fund
($110.43)
State solution # 1 : State SNT funding to cover annual SNT operating costs.

Sub-total: Reduced qap with new revenues
Grand Total: RettiafoSng Gap

;

($56.20)

($70.80)

($191.02)

($318.02)

($166.63)

($195.49)

($500.83)

($862.95)

$6.00

$0.00

$0.00

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 4: Transports.-on Gap Worksheet 2b
Transportation Need: We need to improve local street connectivity and pedestrian access in the
Regional Centers, LRT Station Areas and Town Centers.
Short Term
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M)
Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)
Gap description: We needtobutki 2tO mites ol local and collector streets and 75 miles of improved
$id<swaj|<&$n srt#ia& wfthto £ ftegtonal -Caters, as 18T $ M o n A m * and £5 Town Qml<mt
the: Lovtajoy ftarap (Broadway JMdgs).

Mid Term Long Term
5-10
10-20
Total for 20
Years
Years
Year Period
(1995 $M) (1995 $M)
(1995 $M)
Estimated Cosi to Close Gap
$131,84

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solutions: None

Sub-total: Reduced qap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Assume 50% private cost-sharing
($45.46)

($45.46)

($90.92)

($181.84)

($27.28)

($27.28)

($54.55)

($109.10)

($18.18)

($18.18)

($36.37)

($72.73)

($90.92)

($90,921

($181 84)

($363 67)

Local/Regional solution #2: Revise local codes to require street connectivity. Not currently counted in
this cost estimate.
Local/Regional solution #3: Livability fund (assume 30% funding)
State solution #1: State capital program (assume 20% funding)

Sub-total: Reduced gap with new revenues
Grand Total; Remaining <*ap

msm i

mm

($0^0)

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 5: Transporta

n Gap Worksheet 1e

Transportation Need: Growing traffic congestion at key choke points is impeding truck movement
throughout the region, hindering trade, just-in-time deliveries and just-in-time business services.
Short Term
Mid Term
Long Term
0 - 5 Years
5 - 1 0 Years
10-20 Years Total for 10 Year
(1995 $M)
(1995 $M)
(1995 $M) Period (1995 $M)
Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^||^^||^|^^l|^g|^^^P»|||i||||M^^^^^^
Gap description; Irnptement ft$way Improvements at key choke pointy including (-5 at Delta Park, 1-205 at;
#47,06
$246,25;
$6£,13; ;
Highway 224, Susriss Corridor from J-20S to Rock Creek Junetfen, l^mbard/Cofembia Intersection, S&nset ;
Highway and l-5/l-toy 217,
!

Meeting #2 • Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution #1: Pursue congestion pricing in the long term.
$0.00

$0.00

($??)

($??)

($0.33)

($4.41)

($3.31)

($8.05)

($0.73)

($3.24)

($1.45)

($5.42)

($1.06)

($7.65)

($4.76)

($13.47)

($16.00)

($41.21)

($30.68)

($87.89)

Transportation solution #2: Provide financial incentives for trucks to operate during off-peak hours.
Implement Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program targeting 10% reduction in auto commuting.

Sub-total: Reduced pap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: LJvability fund (assume 50% of non-toll funding).
State solution #1: Consider use of tolls on big-ticket projects, such as the Sunrise Corridor from I-205 to
Rock Creek Junction (assume 50% funding).

($57.00)

($57.00)

State solution #2: State capital funding (assume 50% of non-toll funding).

Sub-total: Reduced pap with new revenues
Grand Totah Remaining Gap

!

($16.00)

($41.21)

($30.68)

($32.00)

($139 42)

($61 36)

($232 78)

[

($&00*

$0.00

$0.00

($87.89)

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 6: Transportation Gap Worksheet 7a
Transportation Need: There is a need to manage traffic on the existing system to more effectively
utilize existing road and transit capacity.

Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)

:, freeway operating system & # transit

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution #1: Prioritize existing funds. Assume 25% of available revenues are used to
fund these projects.
Sub-total: Reduced qap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Livability fund (assume 1/3 funding)

Mid Term Long Term
5-10
10-20
Short Term
0 - 5 Years
Years
Years
Total for 20 Year
(1995 $M) (1995 $M) (1995 $M) Period (1995 $M)
Estimated Cost to Ctoss Gap
$23.2$
$0.00

($4.75)

($4.75)

$0.00

($9.50)

($4,751

($4.75)

$0.00

($9.50)

($7.83)

($7.83)

$0.00

($15.66)

($15.66)

($15.66)

$0.00

($31.33)

($23.50)

($23.50)

$0.00

($46.99)

State solution #1: State capital program (assume 2/3 funding)

Sub-total: Reduced gap with new revenues

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 7: Transporta.* jn Gap Worksheet 7b
Transportation Need: There is a need to expand highway capacity in locations where traffic demand
exceeds goals for increased use of alternatives.

Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)
iQap d e s q a p t e Jn$itetae?£ exp&jsias pro|0c& on <$y/C&ii% «srt$*&l$ £r# slate !iighwfcy$.

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution #1: Change the highway level-of-service standards to tolerate more
congestion. Reduce congestion relief projects by 20%.

Mid Term Long Term
5-10
10-20
Short Term
Years
Years
0 - 5 Years
Total for 20 Year
(1995 $M) (1995 $M) (1995 $M) Period (1995 $M)
• Estimated Cos* to Close Ga#
$1$CK22
$400.86
$10032

($20.04)

($20.04)

($40.09)

($80.18)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

($2.20)

($2.20)

($4.41)

($8.82)

($22.25)

($22.25)

($44.50)

($89.00)

($51.98)

($51.98)

($103.96)

($207.92)

($25.99)

($25.99)

($51.98)

($103.96)

($77.97)

($77.97)

($155.94)

($311.89)

Non-transportation solution #1: Improve jobs/housing balance throughout the region.
Implement Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program targeting 10% reduction in auto commuting.

Sub-total: Reduced gap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 • Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Livability fund (assume 2/3 funding)
State solution #1: State capital program (assume 1/3 funding)

Sub-total: Reduced gap with new revenues

Ilii

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 8: Transportation Gap Worksheet 1a
Transportation Need: We lack the ability to accommodate the next generation of international ships,
threatening our access to these markets.

Mid Term Long Term
Short Term
5-10
10-20
Total for 10
Years
0 - 5 Years
Years
Year Period
(1995 $M) (1995 $M) (1995 $M)
(1995 $M)
Estimated Cost to Close Gap
$17.50;
$17.50

Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)

: Peepas Ite Cq£umt»a &w$tQb$m& itom 40to43fefcttoetween/Gloria and
+ Make fmprav&mesis to Marine T-emunate f, 2* 4,5> 6 md Hayde^ Island
Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solutions: None

Sub-total: Reduced qap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
State solution #1: Fund Oregon share with lottery funds in recognition of the statewide economic
significance.
Sub-total: Reduced qaD with new revenues
Grand Total; Remaining Gap

:

($17.50)

($17.50)

($17.50)

($17.50)

mm

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 9: Transportation Gap Worksheet 1d
Transportation Need: Truck access to terminals and reload facilities needs to be improved.
Mid Term Long Term
5-10
10-20
Short Term
Years
Years
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M) (1995 $M) (1995 $M)
Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)
Gap description: Improvements include South Rivesgate railroad overcrossing, Aibirta Yards
oyercrossjng* {& at Columbia &outevatlt and Mfc/nelghborbood conllids to ifte- S t Johns Business
District.

$35<S?

Total for 10
Year Period
(1995 $M)

Estimated Oast to Ctoss Gap
$35>671

$71.33

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solutions: None

Sub-total: Reduced qap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Develop a partnership with the railroads to share costs of road/rail grade
separations. Assume 10% railroad funding.

($0.85)

($0.85)

($1.70)

($17.41)

($17.41)

($34.82)

($17.41)

($17.41)

($34.82)

($35.67)

($35.67)

($71.33)

$0.00

$0.00

Local/Regional solution #2: Livability fund (assume 50% funding)
State solution #1: State capital program (assume 50% funding)

Sub-total: Reduced gap with new revenues
Grand Total: Remaining Gap

$0.00

$0.00

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 10: Transports, on Gap Worksheet 2c
Transportation Need: There is a need to reduce high-speed, high-volume traffic through neighborhoods.
Short Term
0 - 5 Years
(1995 $M)
Meeting #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)
Gap description: Implement traffic calnarng projects In naghbDfhoodst including cuifc extensions* speed
tjump$ a#* M e <fttf$s, increase &w enforcement of m$to $**$8ds ttim&h ft8l0ter&ood$.

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution #1: Incorporate traffic calming techniques, such as "skinny streets" and curb
extensions when local roads are built (assume 1% of gap).
Sub-total: Reduced gap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Livability fund (assume funding of balance)

Mid Term Long Term
5-10
10-20
Total for 20
Years
Years
Year Period
(1995 $M) (1995 $M)
(1995 $M)
Estimated Cost to-Close Gap
$16.25
$65,00:

($0.16)

($0.16)

($0.33)

($0.65)

($0.16)

($0.16)

($0.33)

($0.65)

($16.09)

($16.09)

($32.18)

($64.35)

($16.09)

($16 09)

($32 18)

($64.35)

$0,00

$0,QO

$0.00

Local/Regional solution #2: Revise local codes to require street connectivity. Not currently counted in
this cost estimate.
Sub-total: Reduced qap with new revenues
Grand: Totab Remaining Gap

$0.00

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 11: Transportc*..on Gap Worksheet 1f
Transportation Need: We need to make highway improvements where traffic congestion is
unpredictable and impedes truck movement.

Mortfnq Hi . f^p- (Hocrrintinn ni nnmnt nnprt)
Gap description; Irspteroerj highway improvements, including: Highway 217, ScfeoiJs/Oteson/B-H
Highwayroterseetion,cbwntown Bsavsrfcm, Tudain Expressway* and Wwy SSW from 1-5 to Dorham
Road,

ij
j
i

Short Term
Mid Term
0 - 5 Years
5 - 1 0 Years
(1995 $M)
(1995 $M)
• • • • • ^ ^
$193.50
$26.50

Long Term
10-20 Years
(1995 $M)

Total for 20 Year
Period (1995 $M)
$273,00:

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Transportation solution #1: Provide financial incentives for trucks to operate during off-peak hours.
($0.27)

($5.81)

($2.65)

($8.72)

($0.58)

' ($4.26)

($1.17)

($6.01)

($0.85)

($10.06)

($3.82)

($14.73)

($12.83)

($49.97)

($24.59)

($87.39)

Implement Employee Commute Options (ECO) Program targeting 10% reduction in auto commuting.

Sub-total: Reduced gap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution #1: Livability fund (assume 50% of non-toll funding)
State solution #1: Consider use of tolls on big-ticket projects, such as the Tualatin Expressway
(assume 50% funding).

($83.50)

($83.50)

State solution #2: State capital program (assume 50% of non-toll funding)

Sub-total. Reduced gap with new revenues
Grand Total: Remaining Gap

($12.83)

($49.97)

($24.59)

($87.39)

($25.65)

($183.44)

($49 18)

($258 27)

$&O0

$0.00

$0.00

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Priority 12: Transporta^.on Gap Worksheet 5b
Transportation Need: Sidewalks need to be built or improved along Corridors (major streets with
frequent transit, high densities and a mix of uses).

Mid Term
Short Term
5-10
0 - 5 Years
Years
(1995 $M) (1995 $M)

Sub-total: Reduced aap within existing revenues
Meeting #3 - Alternative solutions involving new finance:
Local/Regional solution # 1 : Cost-sharing should be pursued with adjacent property owners (assume
25% funding).

Total for 20

Year Period
(1995 $M)

Estimated Cost to Ctos& Gap
$2129

Meetinq #1 - Gap: (description of unmet need)

Gap descnpto; CQnsfru#545 miles of sictewalfcs wtffr #&b &rftps &f«3 crosswalk $l$ng 0amdor&

Meeting #2 - Alternative solutions within existing finance structure:
Non-transportation solution # 1 : Local codes should require sidewalks during redevelopment (assume
25% funding).

Long Term
10-20
Years
(1995 $M)

.t4:

($8.51)

($7.45)

($5.32)

($21.29)

($8.51)

($7.45)

($5.32)

($21.29)

($8.51)

($7.45)

($5.32)

($21.29)

($10.22)

($8.94)

($6.39)

($25.54)

($6.81)

($5.96)

($4.26)

($17.03)

($25.54)

($22.35)

($15.96)

($63.86)

Local/Regional solution #2: Livability fund (assume 30% funding)

State solution # 1 : State capital program (assume 20% funding)

Sub-total: Reduced qap with new revenues

illilM

IIIRIIlilPilliillliiiliililiii^iliii

Illustrative description of unfunded gaps and methods to close gaps
Governor's Transportation Initiative - Portland Regional Advisory Committee

5/16/96

Attachment to Transportation . ^p Worksheet 3 (Priority 1)

1996 -2000

2001 •2005

2006 -2015

1996-2015

Original Need for Operations, Maintenance
Revenue

and Preservation
(1995 Millions of Dollars)

Shomafl

Cost

$0,0

$479.7

$648.9

$1147

$648.9

$35.2

$207

$51.6

State Highway/Bridge System (Metro area)

$528.9

Local System (city/county arterials)
Muttnomah County Bridges

$1,213.0

Totals

Adjusted Need, Annual Operations,
Maintenance and Preservation with 1 %
Savings through 2005
(1995 Millions of Dollars)

s

Jtevonuo
Shortfall

Cost

* " "

$1,180.2

Revenue
ShoitfcaS

Cost

$1S9,€

$1,994.9

$161,5

$1,297.8

$507,5

$2,595.7

$733.5

$37,1

$65.7

$36,8

$152.4

$94.6

$199,9

$2,349.8

Revenue
Cost

20-Year ftev^nue
Shortfall

$986.3

Revenue
Cost

20-Year Cost

Shottfcdt

Cost

$4,742.9

$1,039.1

20-Year Cost
(1995$ Millions)

20-Year Revenue
Shortfall
(1995 $ MHIions)

State Highway/Bridge System (Metro area)

$518.3

$0,0

$447.3

$0,0

$901.8

$82.6

$1,867.5

$82.6

Local System (city/county arterials)

$636.2

$101,9

$605.3

$117,9

$1,186.7

$$96,1

$2^428.2

$616,0

$35.2

$207

$51.6

$37>1

$65.7

$36,8

$152.4

$946

$1,104.3

$1,189.7

Totals

Savings Due to Adjustments
(1995 Millions of Dollars)

Savings

deduced
ShorttaS

Savings

*l$$4

Reduced
Shortfall

$2,154.1

Savings

State Highway/Bridge System (Metro area)

$10.5

$6,0

$32.4

$1,3

$84.5

Local System (city/county arterials)

$12.7

$327

$43.6

$45,6

$111.2

$0.0

$0,0

$0.0

$0>0

$0.0

Muttnomah County Bridges
Totals

$23.3

$76.0

$44*9

$195.7

Reduced i
Shorrfo!

$4,448.1

$793*1

20-Year Cost
(1995$ Millions)

20-Y«ar Reduced
Shortfall
(1995 $ Maiions)

•I

Muttnomah County Bridges

$127.4

$78.5

$111,2

$167.5

$167.5

$0,0

$0.0

$0.0

$294.9

$24*.O

5/8/96

Funds Available for Local System
Maintenance and Preservation
$300
By year 2015,46% of maintenance
costs are unfunded

$250
C
CD
Q_

Roads and Mult. Co. Bridges
Roads only

$200

X
CD

15

With improved efficiency, 42% of
maintenance costs are unfunded

-savings
through 2005

$150

I—

03
CD

$50

Local system M&P costs @3 .7%/year
Local system M&P costs with avg. 1%/year for 10 years savings
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In 1996,17%_of maintenance
costs are unfunded

$100
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Revenues available to cities and counties

Metro 5/7/96

Funds Available for Maintenance and Modernization of
State Highway System (Metro area)

By year 2015, 28% of maintenance
costs are unfunded

CD
13

C
CD
Q_
X

CD

$200

$150

-===

CD

raaintefiance costs are unfunded

Revenues available for
modernization

.

—-—y^

•
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Revenues available to ODOT

Metro 5/7/96

Major Projects Improving Access tc <e Central City and Regional Centers
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheets 2a. 1 and 2a.2 (Priority 2)

Jurisdiction No.
Tri-Met
Tri-Met
Tri-Met
Tri-Met

lc
ld.l
ld.2
le

ODOT

10

ODOT
ODOT

11
12

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

13
14
15

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

17
22
23

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

24
25
39

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

42
46
91

ODOT
ODOT

118
119

Project Name
South/North LRT
LRT Extension
LRT Extension
LRT Extension
1-5 SB Auxiliary Lanes
1-5 Interchange Improve.
1-5 Interchange Improve.
1-5 Auxiliary Lanes
-5 Climbing Lanes
-5 Ramp Construction
-5 Ramp Improvement
-84 Widening
-84 Ramp Improvement
1-84 Ramp Improvement
1-84 Widening
1-205 Widening
1-405 Auxiliary/Ramps
Sunset Highway Widening
McLoughlin Widening
Hwy 224 Widening
Hwy 224 Widening

Project Location

Clackamas Town Center to Clark County
CTC to Oregon City
Gateway to Portland Intl. Airport
Beaverton to Washington Square
SB from Capitol Hwy to Hwy 99W
Capitol Hwy interchange
Terwilliger
Terwilliger to Ross Island Bridge
Hood-Terwilliger
Marquam Bridge/Grand/MLK
Water Avenue
lnterstate-5 to NE 16th
LJoyd Blvd ramp
1-205 SB ramp
EBHalsey to NB1-205
Columbia River to 1-84 Interchange
Central City
Murray to Cornell/158th
Ross Island Bridge to Tacoma
McLoughlin to 37th
37th to Johnson

Total for Central City Access Improvements
ODOT
71 |TV Highway
Total for Hillsboro Access Improvements
Tri-Met

l e LRT Extension

ODOT
71 TV Highway
116 Hwy 217 Ramp Improv.
ODOT
Total for Beaverton Access Improvements

209th/219th

Beaverton to Washington Square
209th/219th
Hwy 217 NB off-ramp at Scholls
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Preferred Cost
(1995 Dollars)

.

Funded Cost
(1995 Dollars)

Unmet Need
(1995 Dollars)

$2,850,000,000
$300,000,000
$150,000,000
$200,000,000

$850,000,000
$0

$2,000,000,000
$300,000,000

$0
$0

$150,000,000
$200,000,000

$1,500,000
$12,000,000
$5,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$12,000,000
$5,000,000

$8,000,000
$50,000,000
$55,700,000

$0
$0
$0

$8,000,000
$50,000,000
$55,700,000

$23,414,000
$2,500,000
$500,000

$0
$0
$0

$23,414,000
$2,500,000
$500,000

$700,000
$5,000,000
$5,300,000

$0
$0
$0

$700,000
$5,000,000
$5,300,000

$100,000,000
$7,700,000
$25,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$100,000,000
$7,700,000
$25,000,000

$56,000,000
$40,000,000

$0
$0

$3,898,314,000

$850,000,000

$56,000,000
$40,000,000
$3,048,314,000

$2,500,000
$2,500,000

$2,500,000
$2,500,000

$0
$0

$200,000,000

$0

$200,000,000

$2,500,000

$2,500,000
$341,000
$2,841,000

$0
$0
$200,000,000

$341,000
$202,841,000

$1,500,000

Major Projects Improving Access to tr.^ Central City and Regional Centers
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheets 2a. 1 and 2a.2 (Priority 2)

Jurisdiction No.
Tri-Met

Project Name

l e LRT Extension

116 Hwy 217 Ramp Improv.
ODOT
Total for Washington Square Access Improvements
Tri-Met
Tri-Met

1c South/North LRT
l d . 1 LRT Extension

91 McLoughlin Widening
ODOT
118 Hwy 224 Widening
ODOT
119 Hwy 224 Widening
ODOT
Total for Milwaukie Access Improvements
Tri-Met
Tri-Met

l c South/North LRT

ld.l LRT Extension

Project Location
Beaverton to Washington Square
Hwy 217 NB off-ramp at Scholls

Clackamas Town Center to Clark County
CTC to Oregon City
Ross Island Bridge to Tacoma
McLoughlin to 37th
37th to Johnson

Clackamas Town Center to Clark County
CTC to Oregon City

Preferred Cost
(1995 Dollars)

Funded Cost
(1995 Dollars)

$200,000,000

$0

Unmet Need
(1995 Dollars)
$200,000,000

$341,000

$341,000

$0

$200,341,000

$341,000

$200,000,000

$2,850,000,000
$300,000,000

$850,000,000
$0

$2,000,000,000
$300,000,000

$25,000,000
$56,000,000
$40,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$25,000,000
$56,000,000
$40,000,000

$3,271,000,000

$850,000,000

$2,421,000,000

$2,850,000,000
$300,000,000

$850,000,000
$0

$2,000,000,000
$300,000,000

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

33
34
35

-205 Bridge Widening
-205 Improvements
-205 Auxiliary Lanes

Willamette River Bridge
Gladstone to West Linn
Ore212/224-82ndDr

$75,000,000
$40,000,000
$7,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$75,000,000
$40,000,000 *
$7,000,000

ODOT
ODOT

36
38

-205 Interchange Imp.
-205 Auxiliary Lanes

Gladstone Interchange
Powell to Foster

$5,000,000
$7,000,000

$0
$0

$5,000,000
$7,000,000

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

106 Hwy 212 Improvements
107 Hwy 212 Widening

$75,435,000
$5,000,000
$3,500,000

$0

$75,435,000

$0
$0

$5,000,000
$3,500,000

108 Hwy 212 Climbing Lane

Rock Cr to Mt Hood Hwy (Sunrise)
Rock Cr to Boring (Sunrise)
East of Rock Cr (Sunrise)

Sunnybrook/Sunnyside
N/A -205 Split Diamond Interchange
ODOT
Total for Clackamas Town Center Access Improvement,s
Tri-Met

ld.l LRT Extension

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

30
31
32

-205 Auxiliary Lanes
-205 Climbing Lanes
-205 Interchange Imp.

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

33
34
35

-205 Bridge Widening
-205 Improvements
-205 Auxiliary Lanes

CTC to Oregon City
1-5 to West Linn
SB from Willamette River to 10th
Highway 43 Interchange
Willamette River Bridge

Gladstone to West Linn
Ore212/224-82ndDr

$22,710,000

$15,899,000

$6,811,000

$3,390,645,000

$865,899,000

$2,524,746,000

$300,000,000

$0

$300,000,000

$40,000,000

$0

$8,000,000
$6,000,000

$0
$0

$75,000,000
$40,000,000
$7,000,000

$0
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(J

$0
•

$0

$40,000,000 *
$8,000,000
$6,000,000 *
$75,000,000
$40,000,000 *
$7,000,000

A

A

Major Projects Improving Access to ...e Central City and Regional Centers
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheets 2a. 1 and 2d.2 (Priority 2)

Jurisdiction No.

Project Name

ODOT
36 1-205 Interchange Imp.
110 Hwy 213 Interchange
ODOT
Total for Oregon City Access Improvements
Tri-Met
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

ld.2 LRT Extension
24 1-84 Ramp Improvement

25
26
38
39

1-84 Widening
1-84 Interchange Imp.

-205 Auxiliary Lanes
1-205 Widening
ODOT
Total for Gateway Access Improvements
ODOT

1 Mt. Hood Parkway

Project Location

Preferred Cost
(1995 Dollars)

Funded Cost
(1995 Dollars)

Unmet Need
(1995 Dollars)

BeaverCreek Road

$5,000,000
$10,000,000
$491,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$5,000,000
$10,000,000
$491,000,000

Gateway to Portland Intl. Airport
1-205 SB ramp
EBHalsey to NB 1-205
122nd

$150,000,000
$700,000
$5,000,000
$15,000,000

$150,000,000
$700,000
$5,000,000
$15,000,000

Powell to Foster
Columbia River to 1-84 Interchange

$7,000,000
$5,300,000
$183,000,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

1-84 to US 26

$190,000,000

Gladstone Interchange

Total for Gresham Access Improvements

*TOTAL FOR LRT PROJECTS
•TOTALS WITHOUT LRT
•GRAND TOTALS (ALL PROJECTS)
*Note: Totals do not match sum of subtotals as some projects are repeated.
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$7,000,000
$5,300,000
$183,000,000

$190,000,000

$0
$0

$190,000,000

$3,500,000,000
$910,800,000
$4,410,800,000

$850,000,000
$18,740,000
$868,740,000

$2,650,000,000
$892,060,000
$3,542,060,000

$190,000,000

f

Attachment to Transportation uap Worksheet 5a (Priority 3)

20-Year Unmet
20-Year Preferred
Project Location

Project Name

Expansion of bus service hours by 3.8
percent per year

Throughout Trl-Met service area: costs include
operations, routine capital, and capital expansion
needs.

Barbur Fast Link

Downtown Portland to Tigard

Division Fast Unk

20-Year Funded

Cost (1995 Dollars) Cost (1995 Dollars)

Need (1995
Dollars)

$4,515,922,000

$3,690,845,00C

$825,077,GOC

$14,400,000

$0

$14,400,000

Downtown Portland to Gresham

$6,950,000

$0

$6,950,00C

B-H Highway Fast Link

Downtown Portland to Beaverton TC

$4,500,000

$0

$4,500,000

82nd Avenue Fast Unk

Clackamas TC to Parkrose

$4,350,000

$0

$4,350,000

Killingsworth Fast Link

Parkrose to Swan Island

$2,450,000

$0

$2,450,00C

Western Circumferential Fast Link

Sunset TC to Oregon City TC

$9,500,000

$0

$9,500,OOC

TV Highway Fast Unk

Beaverton TC to Forest Grove

$7,125,000

$0

$7,125,000

Hawthorne/Belmont Fast Unk

Downtown Portland to Outer SE Portland

$4,000,000

$0

$4,000,000

Sandy Boulevard Fast Link

Downtown Portland to Parkrose

$3/100,000

$0

$3,400,000

Northwest Portland Fast Unk

Downtown to Montgomery Park

$2,100,000

$0

$2,100,000

St. John's Fast Unk

St. John's to Downtown Portland

$5,200,000

$0

$5,200,000

Tualatin Fast Unk

Tigard to Tualatin

$2,000,000

$0

$2,0O0,0OC

Totals

$4,581,897,000

$3,690,845,000

$891,052,000

ATTACHMENT TO TRANSPORTATION GAP WORKSHEET 2b (Priority 4)
all costs are in 1995$
1.

Improved Street Connections

Regional Centers
Assume that 0.02 local and collector street miles are needed per acre of regional center for those which have a low street density and
0.04 local and collector street miles are needed per acre for those which have a very low street density (Washington Square and
Clackamas Town Center). These factors were calculated by defining a desired block length of 250 feet.
Regional Center
Acreage fapprox.)
Gresham
600
Clackamas Town Center
700
Milwaukie
400
Gateway
400
Hillsboro
300
Beaverton
500
Washington Square
400
Oregon City
100
Total local and collector street miles needed
for Regional Centers

Street Miles
12
28
8
8

6
10
16
2
90 miles

Town Centers and Station Communities
Assume that 0.02 local and collector street miles are needed per acre of light rail station communities and town centers. Station
communities are approximately 125 acres each and there are about 25 around the region needing more street connections. Town
centers are approximately the same size and there are about 25 town centers around the region needing more street connections.
Total local and collector street miles needed for station communities = 25 X 125 acres X 0.02 miles = 60 miles
Total local and collector street miles needed for town centers = 25 X 125 acres X 0.02 miles = 60 miles

Assuming an average cost of $1.5 million per mile of new street, the total cost for street connections in the Regional Centers.
Town Centers and Station Communities is approximately $315 million, which is unfunded.

Central City
The Lovejoy Ramp project will connect the Broadway Bridge to NW 14th Street. This project will help facilitate development of the
River District, located in the Central City. The cost is estimated at $10,846,000. The funded portion is $1.776.000, leaving an
unmet need of $9.070.000.
2.

Sidewalk Construction/Improvements on Arterial Streets
in Regional Centers, Town Centers, Station Communities and Main Streets

There are approximately 75 miles of arterial streets in Regional Centers, Town Centers, Station Communities and Main Streets needing
new or improved wide sidewalks, curb ramps and crosswalks. Sidewalks in these areas should also include improved lighting, bus
shelters, and benches. Assuming an estimated cost of these improvements of $528,000 per mile, the total cost is $39.600.000. which
is entirely unfunded.

Summary: The total unmet need is $363.670.000.

Attachment to Transportation oap Worksheet 1e (Priority 5)

Project Name

Project Description

I-5: Lombard to Delta Park

Widen 1-5 to six lanes in each direction

I-5: Greeley to North Banfield

20-Year Preferred 20-Year Funded
Cost (1995 Dollars) Cost (1995 Dollars)

20-Year Unmet
Need (1995
Dollars)

$20,000,000

$0

$20,000,000

Widen and construct ramp modification Improvement to 15

$110,000,000

$38,750,000

$71,250,000

I-5 @ Hwy 217/Kruse Way interchange

Provide for free-flow movement between 1-5 and Hwy 217

$35,000,000

$22,000,000

$13,000,000

Sunrise Corridor/1-205 (Sunrise Unit 1)

Rebuild l-205/Hwy 224 interchange and construct a new
limited access facility from 1-205 to Hwy 212

$114,000,000

$0

$114,000,000

Hwy 26: Camelot to Sylvan (Phase 3)

Reconstruct Sunset Highway mainline, replace Canyon
Road overcrosslng and add third lane in each direction

$30,000,000

$30,000,000

$0

Hwy 26: Hwy 217 to Camelot

Add third lane eastbound, noise walls, remove Wilshire onramps and close direct local access to the Sunset Highway

$9,000,000

$9,000,000

$0

Hwy 26: Murray Blvd. to Hwy 217

Provide 3 through lanes in each direction, modify ramps

$10,000,000

$0

$10,000,000

US 30 Bypass: NE 33rd or NE 60th

Provide a better connection between Columbia Blvd. and
Lombard Street

$8,000,000

$0

$8,000,000

Widen railroad overpass to improve clearances for freight
movement and improve Columbia/KIIIIngsworth
US 30 Bypass: Killlngsworth @ Columbia Intersection
Totals

$10,000,000

$0

$346,000,000

$99,750,000

$10,000,000
$246,250,000

Attachment to Transportation u<ap Worksheet 7a (Priority 6)

Project Name

Project Description

20-Year Preferred
20-Year Funded
Cost (1995 Dollars) Cost (1995 Dollars)

20-Year Unmet
Need (1995
Dollars)

1-5 Ramp Metering

Metro area

$1,860,000

$1,860,000

$0

1-84 Ramp Metering

East Portland

$1,170,000

$1,170,000

$0

1-205 Ramp Metering

East Portland

$2,200,000

$2,200,000

$0

1-405 Ramp Metering

Central City

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$0

Sunset Highway Ramp Metering

Jefferson to Cornelius Pass Road

$1,400,000

$1,400,000

$0

Fiber Optic Cable

Freeways

$19,941,000

$0

$19,941,000

Hardware & Software

Traffic Management Operations Center

$6,788,000

$6,788,000

$0

Enhancements

Traffic Management Operations Center

$431,000

$431,000

$0

TSM & TDM, signal timing on surface streets

Metro region

$5,200,000

$5,200,000

$0

Incident Response

Metro region

$6,400,000

$0

$6,400,000

CCTV

Metro region

$6,691,000

$6,691,000

$0

Highway Advisory Radio System (HARS)

Metro region

$1,000,000

$0

S1.000.00C

install CMS

Metro region

$1,250,000

$0

S1.250.00C

Extension of integrated freeway and arterial signal systems

Metro region

$26,000,000

$0

$26,000,000

Tri-Met Dispatching/Passenger Information System

Metro region

$1,900,000
$83,331,000

Totals

$0
$26,840,000 1

S1.900.00C
$56,491,000

RTP Capacity E. mansion Projects
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 7b (Priority 7)
Jurisdiction
Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland Total

No.

Project Name

5 NE11-13th Connector
6 NE Lombard
19 SE Foster Blvd.
32
42

Water Avenue Extension
17th-Milwaukie Connector

Project Location

NE 11th to Columbia Bv
Philadelphia to Columbia Bv
SE 136th to City Umits
SE Divison Place to OMSI
SE McLoughlin/17th-Milwaukie

1
3
4
5
6
9
10

11
12
13
14
15
16.
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Beavercreek Road
1-205 Frontage Road
Monterey overpass
Johnson Creek Boulevard
Sunnybrook extension
92nd Avenue
122nd Avenue
Stafford Road
Johnson Creek Boulevard
Sunnyside Road
Sunnyside Road
Jennings Road
Jennings Road
Rosemont Road
Childs Road
Stafford Road
Price Fuller Road
Stafford Road
Harmony Road
Beavercreek Road
Molalla Avenue
Beavercreek Road
Carman Drive
Sunnybrook Road
Roots Road
82nd Drive
Monterey
Parker Road
Clackamas Road

Beavercreek/Molalla intersection
Sunnyside to 92nd east of 1-205
Over 1-205 to frontage road
Johnson Creek/Linwood intersection
1-205 to Sunnyside at 108th
Idleman to Multnomah Co. line
Sunnyside to Hubbard
Stafford/Borland Road intersection
45th to 82nd Avenue
172nd to Highway 212
Stevens to 172nd
Oatfield to Roots Road
River Road to Oatfield
Stafford to Parker
Stafford to 65th
Stafford/Rosemont intersection
Harmony to King
1-205 to Rosemont
Sunnyside to Highway 224
Highway 213 to Molalla Avenue
Beavercreek to Clackamas CC
Highway 213 to Henrici
1-5 to Quarry
82nd to 93rd Avenue
1-205 to Webster
Highway 212 to Lawnfield
82nd to 1-205
Rosemont to Sunset
Webster to Johnson
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Funded Cost

Unmet Need
(1995 Dollars)

(1995 Dollars)

$32,500
$10,000,000
$5,500,000

$0
. $0
$600,000

$32,500
$10,000,000
$4,900,000

$3,000,000
$400,000
$18,932,500

$3,000,000
$400,000
$4,000,000

$0
$0
$14,932,500

$18,932,500

CITY TOTAL
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas

Preferred Cost
(1995 Dollars)

$4,000,000

$14,932,500

$930,000
$7,500,000
$5,050,000
$1,020,000

$930,000
$7,500,000
$5,050,000
$1,020,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$9,950,000
$1,210,000
$4,610,000
$990,000

$9,950,000
$1,210,000
$4,610,000
$990,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$5,210,000
$2,120,000
$18,500,000

$5,210,000
$0
$0

$0
$2,120,000
$18,500,000

$3,810,000
$2,200,000
$2,350,000

$0
$0
$0

$3,810,000
$2,200,000
$2,350,000

$4,240,000
$520,000
$2,620,000

$0
$0
$0

$4,240,000
$520,000
$2,620,000

$3,180,000
$4,170,000
$3,200,000

$0
$0
$0

$3,180,000
$4,170,000
$3,200,000

$3,210,000
$3,980,000
$2,520,000

$0
$0
$0

$3,210,000
$3,980,000
$2,520,000

$1,550,000
$3,510,000
$4,390,000
$1,000,000
$2,920,000
$1,330,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,550,000
$3,510,000
$4,390,000
$1,000,000
$2,920,000
$1,330,000

$0

RTP C a p a c i t y Expansion Projects
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 7b (Priority 7)
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas •
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
ClackCo Total
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah

33 Otty Road
34 Concord Road
35 Johnson Road
36 Abernethy Road
37 242nd Avenue
38 Idleman Road
39 122nd/129th Avenue
40 Johnson creek extension
41 142nd Avenue
42 Summer Lane extension
43 Mather Road
44 Monterey
45 152nd Avenue
46 98th Avenue
47 Mt .Scott/King Avenue
66 Jennifer/135th
67 Leland Road
68 Willamette Falls Drive
69 132nd
70 Foster Road
71 102nd/lndustrial Way
72 Mather
73 Mather
74 82nd Drive
75 Happy Valley access road
76 Monterey extension
77 Holcomb
78 King Road
79 Lake Road
80 Oatfield Road
81 Abernethy Road

1

2
3
4
5
6
9

NE Halsey St
Stark St
207th Ave Connector
NE Halsey St
257th Ave
223rd Ave
Powell Valley Rd

82nd to 92nd Avenue
River Road to Oatfield
Lake Road to Roots
Hwy 213 to Main Street
Highway 212 to Multnomah Co.line
Johnson Creek ext. to Mt. Scott Blvd.
Sunnyside to King Road
92nd to Idleman
Sunnyside to Highway 212
122nd to 152nd Avenue
97th to 122nd Avenue
82nd to Price Fuller
Sunnyside Road to Highway 212
Lawnfield to Mather
Idleman to 132nd Avenue
130th to 135th/Jennifer to Hwy 212
Meyers Road to UGB
Hwy 43 to 10th
King Road to Clatsop
Hwy212toTroge
Hwy 212 to Lawnfield
122nd to 132nd
Industrial Way to 98th
Hwy 212 to Gladstone, Phase 2
Valley View Terr, to Mt. Scott
Stevens to Valley View
Abernethy to Bradley
132nd to 147th
Hwy 224 to Milwaukie City Limits
Webster to 82 nd
Washington/Abernethy

207th Ave to 223rd Ave
257th Ave. to Troutdale Rd
Halsey St to Glisan St/223rd Ave
190th Ave to 207th Ave
Bull Run Rd to Division St .
Glisan St to Halsey St
Burnside rd to Kane Rd.
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$1,330,000
$2,440,000
$5,440,000

$0
$0
$0

$1,330,000
$2,440,000
$5,440,000

$2,800,000
$3,430,000
$3,220,000

$0
$0
$0

$2,800,000
$3,430,000
$3,220,000

$2,530,000
$2,930,000
$2,500,000
$3,830,000
$2,670,000
$920,000

$2,530,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$2,930,000
$2,503,000

$2,510,000
$1,480,000
$1,740,000
$1,380,000
$2,310,000'
$2,800,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$1,700,000
$2,150,000
$1,640,000

$0
$0
$0

$2,510,000
$1,480,000
$1,740,000
$1,380,000
$2,310,000
$2,800,000
$1,700,000
$2,150,000
$1,640,000

$1,280,000
$560,000
$4,550,000

$0
$0
$0

$1,280,000
$560,000
$4,550,000

$2,300,000
$2,450,000
$1,760,000

$0
$0
$0

$2,300,000
$2,450,000
$1,760,000

$1,010,000
$740,000
$1,200,000
$554,000

$0
$0
$0

$1,010,000
$740,000
$1,200,000
$554,000

$3,830,000
$2,670,000
$920,000

$175,944,000

$0
$39,000,000

$136,944,000

$1,700,000
$1,600,000

$1,700,000
$1,600,000

$0
$0

$7,720,000
$2,400,000
$1,245,000

$7,720,000
$2,400,000
$0

$0
$0
$1,245,000

$1,540,000
$1,160,000

$1,540,000
$0

$0
$1,160,000

RTP Capacity L . ansion Projects
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 7b (Priority 7)
Multnomah
Multnornah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah

10 242nd Ave
13 Cherry Park Rd
14 162nd Ave

$1,255,000
local funds
$1,780,000

15 257th Avenue
16 NE Glisan St
17 Orient Dr

Powell Blvd to Burnside Rd
242nd Dr. to 257th Ave
Glisan.St to Halsey St
Powell Valley Road to Bull Run Road
202nd Ave to 207th Ave
Kane Rd. to Anderson Rd.

18 Palmquist Rd
19 NE Glisan St
20 257th Ave

242nd Drive to Mt. Hood Hwy
223rd Ave to 242nd Dr
Orient Dr to Powell Valley Rd

21
23

242nd Ave
190th Ave

24
25
26

NE Halsey St
NE Halsey St
Division Drive

27 242nd Ave Connector
48
49

Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

1

2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

$1,255,000
local funds
$1,780,000
$1,235,000
$2,200,000
$2,345,000

$2,060:000
$3,250,000
$1,045,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Palmquist Rd to Powell Blvd
Butler Rd to Highland Drive

$2,390,000
$1,875,000

$0
$0

$2,390,000'
$1,875,000

223rd Ave to 238th Dr
238th Dr to Columbia River Hwy
268th Ave to Troutdale Road

$1,870,000
$3,240,000
$770,000

$0
$0
$0

$1,870,000
$3,240,000
$770,000

$2,060,000
$3,250,000
$1,045,000

181st Widening
Powell Boulevard Widening

Glisan St t o Sandy Blvd
1-84 EB ramp to Halsey Street
GreshamCL to Eastman

$2,000,000
local funds
local funds
$44,680,000

$0
local funds
local funds
$14,960,000

Evergreen Parkway Extension
Lombard

Cornelius Pass to Shute Road
Canyon to Center Street

$7,428,848
$849,002

$7,428,848
$849,002

$0
$0

112th
143rd
124th
125th
Old Scholls Ferry
Cornell

Cedar Hills Interchange to Cornell
West Union to Kaiser
99w t o Tualatin-Sherwood

$7,500,000
$1,400,000
$6,142,000

$7,500,000
$1,400,000
$6,142,000

$0
$0
$0

Brockman to Hall
Murray t o Beef Bend
179th to Bethany

$4,130,280
$4,104,000
$3,023,000

$0
$4,104,000
$3,023,000

$4,130,280
$0
$0

Cornelius Pass
Murray
Cornell

Sunset Hwy. to West Union
Millikan t o Terman
Arrington to Baseline/Main

$3,698,000
$4,682,000
$2,539,700

$3,698,000
$4,682,000
$2,539,700

$0
$0
$0

Cornell
Barnes
Barnes
216th
Barnes

$787,600
$5,612,000
$2,610,000
$12,180,000
$2,184,000

$787,600
$5,612,000
$2,610,000
$12,180,000
$2,184,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

Brookwood
Barnes
Cornell

185th t o Shute
Hwy. 217 to 117th
Miller to Mult. Co. Line
Baseline to Cornell
Saltzman (@ Cornell) to Future 119th
Airport to Baseline
Miller to Leahy
Saltzman t o Mult. Co. Line

$5,956,000
$2,755,000
$9,875,000

$5,956,000
$2,755,000
$9,875,000

$0
$0
$0

Jenkins
Baseline

Murray to 158th
177th to 231st

$1,682,000
$15,921,000

$1,682,000
$15,921,000

$0
$0

MultCo Total
Washington
Washington

$1,235,000
$2,200,000
$2,345,000

$0
local funds
$0

.
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$2,000,000
local funds
local funds
$29,720,000

RTP C a p a c i t y Ex^^nsion Projects
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 7b (Priority 7)
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

23

24
25
26
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
42
43
AA
45
46

47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
60
61
62
63
64
66
67

Baseline
Baseline
Cornell
Murray
Beef Bend Ext
219th
New Bethany
185th
Walker
Bethany
Walker
Barnes
Cornell
158th
Nyberg/SW 65th
Allen
East Main
Cedar Hills
Cedar Hills
Allen/Western
Allen
Allen
E/W Arterial
Allen
E/W Arterial
Greenburg
E/W Arterial
N. Arterial Connector
Hall
Cedar Hills
110th
125th
119th
E/W Arterial
Boones Ferry
Millikan
Hall
Boones Ferry
Jenkins
Denney

Brookwood to 231st
185th to 216th
Hwy. 26 to Saltzman
Science Park Drive to Cornell
Scholls Ferry to 99w
TV Highway to Baseline
West Union to Kaiser
Germantown Rd. to Cornelius Pass
Stucki to 185th
Bronson to W. Union
Murray to 185th
Leahy to Hwy. 217
Murray to Saltzman
Jenkins to Baseline
1-5 to Borland
Hwy 217 to Western
1 Oth to Brookwood
Huntington to Butner
Walker to Huntington
Allen/Western intersection
Menlo to Main
Murray to Menlo
117th to 110th
Lombard to King
Hall to 117th
Hwy 217 to Hall
Hocken to Murray
Hwy 47 to Gales Creek Rd.
Scholls Ferry to Greenburg
TV Hwy. to Hall
E/W Arterial to Canyon
Brockman to Scholls Ferry
Barnes to Cornell
Cedar Hills to Watson/Hall
Tualatin River Bridge to Sagert
Hocken to Cedar Hills
Greenburg to Durham
Sagert to Tualatin-Sherwood
Cedar Hills to Murray
Hwy 217 to Scholls Ferry
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$2,869,000

$2,869,000

$2,439,000
$7,163,000
$2,838,000
$9,062,000

$2,439,000
$7,163,000
$2,838,000
$9,062,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$5,381,000
$6,409,000
$725,000

$5,381,000
$6,409,000
$0

$0
$0
$725,000

$2,301,000
$3,147,000
$10,150,000

$0
$3,147,000
$10,150,000

$1,784,000
$2,671,000
$1,204,000
$2,045,000
$275,352
$5,769,000'
$959,000
$181,000

$0
$2,671,000
$1,204,000
$0
$275,352
$5,769,000
$0
$0

$2,301,000
$0
$0
$1,784,000
$0
$0
$2,045,000
$0
$0
$959,000
$181,000

$40,000
$3,067,000
$150,000

$0
$3,067,000
$150,000

$40,000
$0
$0

$14,202,000
$4,775,636
$2,483,331

$14,202,000
$0
$2,483,331

$0
$4,775,636
$0

$870,000
$1,678,000
$4,376,000

$870,000
$1,678,000
$0

$0
$0
$4,376,000

$361,400
$1,249,410
$100,000

$0
$0
$0

$361,400
$1,249,410
$100,000

$5,590,000
$2,415,000
$2,483,331
$1,021,000
$2,328,000

$0
$0
$2,483,331
$0
$2,328,000

$5,590,000
$2,415,000
$0
$1,021,000
$0

$10,000,000
$4,490,000
$2,813,000
$1,610:800

$0
$0
$2,813,000
$0

$10,000,000
$4,490,000
$0
$1,610,800

RTP Capacity
vansion Projects
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 7b (Priority 7)
Washington

68 92nd .

Garden Home to Allen

$522,000

$0

$522,000

Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

69 198th
70 209th
71 Oleson

Kinnaman t o T.V. Hwy
Farmington to T.V. Hwy.
Hall t o B-H Hwy.

$1,240,200
$3,009,819
$2,396,134

$0
$0
$0

$1,240,200
$3,009,819
$2,396,134

72
73
74
75
76
77

Garden Home
185th
Saltzman

Multnomah Blvd. to 92nd
T.V. Hwy. to Farmington
Cornell to Laidlaw

$3,306,000
$3,600,000
$6,351,000

$0
$3,600,000
$0

$3,306,000
$0
$6,351,000

170th Avenue
West Union
Thompson

$9,851,000
$10,452,190
$7,439,000

$9,851,000
$10,452,190
$0

$0
$0
$7,439,000

$5,140,000
$3,472,000
$0
$0
$5,032,000

$0
$0
$638,000
$1,088,000
$0

$0
$2,443,000
$4,796,000

$4,742,000
$0
$0

Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

79 Evergreen
80 Glencoe

Rigert to Alexander
Bethany to Cornelius Pass
Mult. Co. Line to 143rd
25th to Glencoe
Lincoln to Evergreen

81
82
83

Wilsonville Rd. to Hwy. 99w
Mult. Co. Line to Garden Home
Alexander to Baseline

$5,140,000
$3,472,000
$638,000
$1,088,000
$5,032,000

Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

84 Wilsonville/Sunset
85 Sunset Drive (Hwy 47)
92 Evergreen
98 Tualatin

Hwy. 99W to Murdock
University t o Beal
Shute to 25th

$4,742,000
$2,443,000
$4,796,000

Tetonto 115th

$4,000,000

Washington
Washington

105 185th
106 Brook w o o d

West Union to Springville
Baseline Rd to TV Hwy

local funds
$4,800,000

Washington
Washington
Washington

Old Hwy. 99W
Multnomah
170th

$322,854,033

WashCo Total

$543,478,033

TOTAL FOR COUNTIES
ODOT
55
ODOT
56
ODOT
60
ODOT
61
78
ODOT
111
ODOT
123
ODOT
124
ODOT
Minor State Highways
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

Powell Improvements
Powell Widening
US 30 Bypass (Lombard St.) Widening
US 30 Bypass (Lombard St.) Widening
Farmington Road Widening
Hwy 213 Widening
Hall Blvd Widening
Boones Ferry Widening

5

1-5 Interchange Improve.

6
7
8

-5 Auxiliary Lanes
1-5 Interchange Recon.
-5 Exit Improvement

$4,000,000
local funds
$0
$239,167,354

$293,127,354

$0
local funds
$4,800,000
$83,686,679

$250,350,679

l-205-NE181st
Birdsdale to Eastman
NE122nd-NE181st
NE181 st-NE 244th
209th Ave to 172nd Ave
Clackamas CC to Leland
Scholls to Durham

$25,700,000
$3,600,000
$5,100,000
$5,000,000
$10,808,000
$3,800,000
$4,700,000

$0
$0
$0
$0
$10,808,000
$0
$0

$25,7CO,0OO
$3,600,000
$5,100,CCO
$5,000,000
$0
$3,800,000
$4,700,000

Tualatin City Limits

$5,100,000
$63,808,000

$0
$10,808,000

$5,100,000
$53,000,000

Charbonneau interchange
1-205 to Charbonneau
Wilsonville Interchange (Unit 2)
Northbound 1-205 exit

$10,000,000
$13,200,000
$6,479,000
$2,000,000

$0
$0
$6,479,000
$2,000,000

$10,000,000
$13,200,000
$0
$0
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RTP C a p a c i t y Ex r jnsion Projects
Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 7b (Priority 7)
ODOT

20

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

27 1-84 Widening
28 1-84 Widening

1-5 Interchange Imp.

Hayden Island Interchange

$35,000,000

$0

$35,000,000

$7,400,000
$15,000,000
$6,500,000
$2,500,000

$0

$7,400,000

44

Sunset Highway Interchange Imp.

238th to 257th
Troutdale intchg-Jordan intchg
Jackson Road

ODOT
45
Major State Highways

Sunset Highway Interchange Imp.

Helvetia interchange

$98,079,000

TOTAL FOR MAJOR AND MINOR STATE HIGHWAYS
TOTAL FOR CITY, COUNTY AND STATE PROJECTS
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$7,000,000

$8,000,000

$0

$6,500,000

$0

$2,5CO,OOO

$15,479,000

$82,600,000

$161,887,000

$26,287,000

$135,600,000

$724,297,533

$323,414,354

$400,883,179

Attachment to Transportatioi. Jap Worksheet 1a (Priority 8)

Project Name

Project Description

Channel Deepening *

Pending approved feasibility study, deepen channel
from 40 to 43 feet, Astoria to Portland-Vancouver.

Port Marine Facilities

Marine Terminals 1,2,4,5, & 6 & Hayden Island

Totals

* Oregon share of local match of federal project totaling $100,000,000.

10-Year Preferred
10-Year Funded
Cost (1995 Dollars) Cost (1995 Dollars)

$100,000,000
$170,300,000
$170,300,000

$82,500,000
$170,300,000
§252,800,000

10-Year Unmet
Need (1995
Dollars)

$17,500,000
$0
$17,500,000

Attachment to Transportation Gap Worksheet 1d (Priority 9)

Project Name

Project Description

10-Year Preferred 10-Year Funded
Cost (1995 Dollars) Cost (1995 Dollars)

10-Year Unmet
Need (1995
Dollars)

Access to Marine Facilities:
Marine Drive Improvement Rivergate
West & T-6 intersection
l-6 bntrance Signal and intersection
Improvements

Widening Marine Drive in North Rivergate from new
bridge to slough bridge
i-b tntrance (g) Marine Drive improvements - storage
lane and signal

T-6 New Entrance**

Construct improvements to T-6 entrance and truck gate
Two lane bridge to West Hayden Island, west alignment
80' clearance option estimated

Hayden Island Bridge
North Lombard Improvement
(Purdy to Ramsey)
T-5 Entry Road Upgrade
Terminal 4 Circulation Improvement
(Toyota Overpass)
SUBTOTAL
South Rivergate and Albina Yards
Access:
SRG Entry Grade Separation
Lower Albina Rail Overcrossing
SUBTOTAL
Columbia Corridor Access:
l-5/Columbia Blvd. interchange
47th/Confort Improvements
SUBTOTAL
Totals
"Port may seek special Federal funding

Widen Lombard to 3 lane cross section
T-5 entrance upgrade and road to accommodate truck
traffic
Vehicle ramp over rail tracks connecting Toyota receivini
and processing facilities

Construct overpass from Columbia/Lombard
intersection into South Rivergate
Interstate to Russell

Provide full interchange
Widening of Columbia Slough Bridge/I/S Improv.

$4,450,000

$0

$4,450,000

$350,000

$315,000

$35,000

$4,665,000

$0

$4,665,000

$23,000,000

$0

$23,000,000

$1,500,000

$0

$1,500,000

$375,000

$375,000

$0

$2,000,000
$36,340,000

$0

$690,000

$2,000,000
$35,650,000

$15,000,000
$3,400,000
$18,400,000

$0
$3,400,00Q
$3,400,000

$20,000,000
$682,000
$20,682,000

$0
$0

$75,422,000

X:

$c
$4,090,000

$15,000,000
$0

$15,000,000
$20,000,000
$682,000
$20,682,000
$71,332,000

ATTACHMENT TO TRANSPORTATION GAP WORKSHEET 2c (Priority 10)
all costs are in 1995$

Neighborhood Traffic Calming
For reference, the City of Portland's capital budget for Traffic Calming is approximately $1.5 million per year. To complete the backlog
of appropriate traffic calming projects within the next twenty years, it would take a 66 percent increase in funding. Applying this to the
region, Portland's annual need is doubled to $5 million per year. It is then assumed that, regionwide, approximately 35 percent of this
need is funded. The unfunded cost for neighborhood traffic calming is estimated to be $3.25 million per year ($5 million per
year need - 35 percent of need that is assumed to be funded) for 20 years, or $65 million.

Attachment to Transportation uap Worksheet "If (Priority 11)

Project Name

Project Description

20-Year Preferred 20-Year Funded
Cost (1995 Dollars) Cost (1995 Dollars)

20-Year Unmet
Need (1995
Dollars)

•CO

Tualatin Expressway: I-5 to Hwy 99W

Construct new limited access facility

Hwy 217: Sunset Hwy to TV Hwy NB

Widen to 3 lanes In each direction plus auxiliary lanes
between Interchanges

$24,000,000

$24,000,000

$0

Hwy 217: TV Highway to 72nd Ave.

Widen to 3 lanes In each direction plus auxiliary lanes
between Interchanges

$96,000,000

$0

$96,000,000

Hwy99W: 1-5 to Main

Widen highway to 6 lanes

$9,000,000

$0

$9,000,000

Hwy 99E: 1-5 to Durham

Interconnect signalized intersections

$1,000,000

$0

$ 1,000,000

B-H Hwy/Scholls Ferry/Oleson
Intersection

Improve intersection

$12,000,000

$12,000,000

$0

Totals

$167,000,000

$309,000,000

$36,000,000

$167,000,000

$273,000,000

ATTACHMENT TO TRANSPORTATION GAP WORKSHEET 5b (Priority 12)
all costs are in 1995$

Sidewalk Construction/Improvements on Corridors
There are approximately 215 miles of arterial streets along Corridors needing stand-alone projects to construct new or improved
sidewalks, curb ramps and crosswalks. Sidewalks in these areas should also include improved lighting, bus shelters, and benches near
major transit stops. Assuming an estimated cost of these improvements of $396,000 per mile, the total cost is $85.140.000. This
amount is entirely unfunded.
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METRO

Date:

June 5, 199 6

To:

JPACT

From:>pAndrew C. Cotugno, Transportation Director
Re:

RTP Policy Recommendations/Schedule Update

Attached for your review and discussion is an updated adoption
schedule for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Chapter 1
policy recommendations. Please note the next key date for JPACT
members is a scheduled June 2 0 5:00 p.m. joint workshop with
MPAC. At that meeting, JPACT and MPAC will discuss the key
issues identified by TPAC as part of their review of the Chapter 1 policy recommendations and associated public comment.
TPAC will make their recommendation on Chapter 1 at their June 2 8
meeting. MPAC will, consider final adoption on July 10; JPACT on
July 11; and the Metro Council on July 25.
ACC: link
Attachment

METRO
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE

Chapter 1 DRAFT Adoption Schedule
March

May

14

Presentation to JPACT

8

MPAC RTP discussion

19

Presentation to Council
Transportation Committee

9

JPACT RTP overview

17

Comment period on final
recommendation ends

23

Metro Council Public Hearing,
Public testimony received

24

Special TPAC on Chapter 1 comments

31

TPAC meeting

Citizens Advisory Committee adopts
policy discussion draft for public
review
21

MPAC/JPACT joint meeting

22

CAC discussion draft released
for public comment and review

March 30 - April 8

RTP/2040 Open Houses
April
2

Council Transportation Committee

9

Comment period on CAC
discussion draft ends

June
7

Special TPAC on Chapter 1 comments

14

Special TPAC on Chapter 1 comments
(if needed)

18

Council Transportation Committee on
Chapter 1 comments

20

MPAC/JPACT workshop on
Chapter 1 comments (5:00 PM)

28

TPAC considers final adoption of
Chapter 1

11

JPACT/MPAC joint meeting

16

Citizens Advisory Committee
considers final policy
recommendation;
Public testimony received at meeting

July

18

MTAC/TPAC joint meeting

10

MPAC considers final adoption of
Chapter 1

19

CAC final recommendation released
to public

11

JPACT considers final adoption of
Chapter 1

16

Metro Council Transportation Committee
considers final adoption of Chapter 1

25

Metro Council considers final
adoption of Chapter 1

Comment Period Begins

DRAFT 6/4/96

COMMITTEE MEETING TITLE

DATE

NAME

AFFILIATION

COMMITTEE MEETING TITLE
DATE

NAME

AFFILIATION

